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HONEST CONFIDENCE REGIONS FOR LOGISTIC REGRESSION WITH A

LARGE NUMBER OF CONTROLS

ALEXANDRE BELLONI, VICTOR CHERNOZHUKOV AND YING WEI

Abstract. This paper considers inference in logistic regression models with high dimensional

data. We propose new inference tools on constructing confidence regions for a regression pa-

rameter of primary interest α0. These tools allow the total number of controls to exceed the

sample size when only a subset of the controls are needed for the regression. Importantly, we

show that these resulting confidence regions are “honest” in the formal sense that they hold

uniformly over many data-generating processes, and do not rely on traditional consistent model

selection arguments. Consequently, the inferential results derived are robust against model

selection mistakes.

Key words: uniformly valid inference, instruments, double selection, Neymanization, optimality,

sparsity, model selection

1. Introduction

The literature on high-dimensional generalized linear models has been growing rapidly during

the past years [19, 14]. A striking feature of this literature is to achieve consistency while they

allow the total number of covariates p to be large relative to the sample size n with potentially

p ≫ n. The main underlying assumption is that the number of relevant controls is bounded

by s ≪ n. Different estimators have been proposed and analyzed. The theoretical guarantees

achieved for them are analogous to the corresponding estimators for linear models. Results

include prediction error consistency, consistency of the parameter estimates in ℓk-norms, variable

selection consistency, and minimax-optimal rates. As in the case of linear models, ℓ1-penalized

estimators achieve desirable theoretical guarantees and, in settings with a convex loss functions,

they are also computationally tractable even in this high-dimensional setting.

Several papers have focused on high-dimensional logistic models trying to exploit its structure.

ℓ1-penalized logistic regressions models were studies in [9], [1], and [11]. Group logistic regression

were studied in [13] and [11]. Ising models were considered in [18] and connections with robust
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1-bit recover were derived in [17]. These works derive rates of convergence for the coefficients,

prediction error consistency, and variable selection consistency under various conditions.

This paper also considers inference in logistic models with high dimensional data where p≫ n

is allowed. We focus on the construction of confidence regions for a parameter of interest α0

which measures the marginal impact of a policy variable. Importantly, we show that these results

hold uniformly over many data-generating processes. In particular, the inferential results derived

here manage to control model selection mistakes without assuming all the relevant coefficients

are not too close to zero. Such “Separation from zero assumption is making commonly assumed

in the model selection literature but often unrealistic in many applications of interest.

These regions are constructed based on a three step procedure. The first and second steps

build upon the literature of ℓ1-penalized methods to estimate a control function and an instru-

ment variable. The third step suitably combines these estimates. We propose one procedure

based on instrumental logistic regression and another based on double selection logistic regres-

sion. We verify the validity of these procedures. However our proofs reveal that many different

estimators can be used on each step as long as a required accuracy is achieved. For example,

the second step can be based on Lasso, Dantzig selector, Square-root Lasso, the corresponding

post-model selection estimators or others, while the third step can be implemented by a “1-step”

correction. Therefore several implementations are possible.

This work relates to other inferential results for high-dimensional models that achieve uni-

formly valid confidence regions. A common thread among these results is not to rely on tra-

ditional consistent model selection arguments. For partially linear models [6] performs dou-

ble model selection to achieve uniformity properties post-model selection while [23] uses ℓ1-

regularization methods. [2] establishes results for instrumental variables. [5] derives similar

results focusing on the least absolute deviation setting under homoscedasticity.

The analysis of the proposed confidence regions deals with a non-linear model, post-model

selection estimators and also needs to address the intrinsic heteroscedasticity of the logistic

model which is not present in [5]. Due to heteroscedasticity, in order to achieve efficiency, the

estimation of instruments is carried over with Post-Lasso methods with estimated weights which

requires a non-traditional analysis since these weights depend on the dependent variable. Also,

in order to use post-model selection estimators that exhibit a better finite sample behavior due

the smaller bias, we also develop new results for logistic regression, namely sparsity bounds on

the number of non-zero components selected by ℓ1-penalized logistic regression that do not rely
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on the irrepresentability condition as in [1], and rates of convergence for the post-model selection

logistic regression. We believe that each of these results is of independent interest.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 formally presents the model and the proposed

estimator. Section 3 provides primitive conditions and the statements of our main results on

the validity of the confidence regions. The proofs of these results are presented in Appendix B

and are based on carefully verifying the high-level conditions of a general result in Appendix A.

Appendix C collects results on Lasso and Post-Lasso with estimated weights (Appendix C.1)

and ℓ1-penalized Logistic regression and post model selection Logistic regression (Appendix C.2).

Auxiliary inequalities are stated in Appendix D.

1.1. Notation. Denote by (Ω,P) the underlying probability space. The notation En[·] de-

notes the average over index 1 6 i 6 n, i.e., it simply abbreviates the notation n−1
∑n

i=1[·].
For example, En[x

2
ij] = n−1

∑n
i=1 x

2
ij . Moreover, we use the notation Ē[·] = En[E[·]]. For

example, Ē[v2i ] = n−1
∑n

i=1 E[v
2
i ]. For a function f : R × R × R

p → R, we write Gn(f) =

n−1/2
∑n

i=1(f(yi, di, xi)−E[f(yi, di, xi)]). The l2-norm is denoted by ‖·‖, and the l0-norm, ‖·‖0,
denotes the number of non-zero components of a vector. Denote by ‖ · ‖∞ the maximal absolute

element of a vector. For a sequence (ti)
n
i=1, we write ‖ti‖2,n =

√
En[t

2
i ]. For example, for a

vector δ ∈ R
p, ‖x′iδ‖2,n =

√
En[(x′iδ)

2] denotes the prediction norm of δ. Given a vector δ ∈ R
p,

and a set of indices T ⊆ {1, . . . , p}, we denote by δT ∈ R
p the vector such that (δT )j = δj if j ∈ T

and (δT )j = 0 if j /∈ T . Also we write the support of δ as support(δ) = {j ∈ {1, ..., p} : δj 6= 0}.
We use the notation (a)+ = max{a, 0}, a ∨ b = max{a, b}, and a ∧ b = min{a, b}. We also use

the notation a . b to denote a 6 cb for some constant c > 0 that does not depend on n; and

a .P b to denote a = OP (b).

We assume that the quantities such as p (the dimension of xi), s (a bound on the numbers

of non-zero elements of β0 and θ0), and hence yi, xi, β0, θ0, T and Tθ0 are all dependent on the

sample size n, and allow for the case where p = pn → ∞ and s = sn → ∞ as n→ ∞. However,

for the notational convenience, we shall omit the dependence of these quantities on n.

2. Setup and Method

We consider a generalized linear model in which the binary outcome of interest y relates to a

scalar treatment/policy d and p-dimensional control x through a link function G

E[y | x, d] = G(dα0 + x′β0). (2.1)



4 ALEXANDRE BELLONI, VICTOR CHERNOZHUKOV AND YING WEI

This work studies the logistic regression in which the link function is given by G(t) = exp(t)/{1+
exp(t)}. We aim to perform statistical inference on the coefficient α0 which represents the impact

of the treatment on the outcome variable through the link function.

Let {(yi, di, xi) : i = 1, . . . , n} be a random sample, independent across i, obeying the model

(2.1). To achieve robustness with respect to model selection mistakes we exploit the following

decomposition for the weighted treatment

√
widi =

√
wix

′
iθ0 + vi where E[

√
wivi | xi] = 0. (2.2)

The weights wi’s in the decomposition above are the conditional variance of the outcome, namely

wi := Gi(1−Gi), where Gi := G(diα0 + x′iβ0).

The weights are needed to induce the proper orthogonality condition that can “immunize” the

estimation of unavoidable model selection mistakes when uniformity is desired. Such decom-

position always exists provided that the second moment of the treatment exist. Notably the

weights are also a function of the treatment unless α0 = 0.

The proposed method builds upon three different procedures. First it computes an estimate

for x′iβ0. Second it estimates an instrument z0i = z0(di, xi), i.e. a variable correlated to the

treatment and orthogonal to the other controls where orthogonality is with respect the weighting

wi, namely Ē[widiz0i] 6= 0 and E[wiz0i | xi] = 0. Third it combines these estimates to estimate

α0. Several choices for different methods and instruments are possible. We study two possi-

bilities. In order to state the proposed methods, denote the (negative) log-likelihood function

associated with the logistic link function as

Λ(α, β) = En[log{1 + exp(diα+ x′iβ)} − yi(diα+ x′iβ)],

and the ℓ1-norm a vector ‖η‖1 =
∑dim(η)

j=1 |ηj |.

Table 1 displays the first proposed implementation of the strategy outlined in the previous

paragraph. The estimation in Step 1 is based on post-model selection logistic regression where

the model is selected based on ℓ1-penalized logistic regression. Step 2 is based on a Post-Lasso

with estimated weights. Step 3 is based on an instrumental logistic regression. The use of post-

model selection estimators over their penalized counterpart tends to have a better finite sample

performance due to the smaller bias. Two confidence regions for α0 are constructed in Table 1.

CRD is based on the asymptotic normality of the estimator α̌. The region CRI is created based

on an inverse statistics.
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Honest Confidence Regions based on Optimal Instrument

Step 1 Run Post-Lasso-Logistic of yi on di and xi:

(α̂, β̂) ∈ argmin
α,β

Λ(α, β) + λ1
n ‖(α, β)‖1

(α̃, β̃) ∈ argmin
α,β

Λ(α, β) : support(β) ⊆ support(β̂)

Keep the value x′iβ̃ and weight ŵi := G(diα̃+ x′iβ̃){1−G(diα̃+ x′iβ̃)}, i = 1, . . . , n.

Step 2 Run Post-Lasso-OLS of
√
ŵidi on

√
ŵixi:

θ̂ ∈ argmin
θ

En[ŵi(di − x′iθ)
2] + λ2

n ‖θ‖1
θ̃ ∈ argmin

θ
En[ŵi(di − x′iθ)

2] : support(θ) ⊆ support(θ̂)

Keep the residual ẑi := di − x′iθ̃, i = 1, . . . , n.

Step 3 Run Instrumental Logistic Regression of yi− x′iβ̃ on di using ẑi as the instrument for di

α̌ ∈ arg inf
α∈A

Ln(α), where Ln(α) =
| En[ {yi −G(diα+ x′iβ̃)}ẑi ] |2

En[ {yi −G(diα+ x′iβ̃)}2ẑ2i ]

where A = [α̃−C log−1 n, α̃+C log−1 n]. Define the confidence regions with asymptotic

coverage 1− ξ

CRD = {α ∈ R : |α− α̌| 6 σ̂nΦ−1(1− ξ/2)/
√
n}

CRI = {α ∈ A : nLn(α) 6 (1− ξ)−quantile of χ2(1)}.

Table 1. The algorithm has three steps: (1) a preliminary estimator of the impact of

the covariates, (2) estimation of residuals which are nearly orthogonal to the weighted

covariates, and (3) use the residuals as instruments to correct the preliminary estimator

of the omitted variable bias. We assume the normalization En[x
2
ij ] = 1 and En[d

2
i ] = 1,

and λ1 = 1.1
2

√
nΦ−1(1 − 0.01/{p ∨ n}) and λ2 = n2/3. The estimator of the variance is

given by σ̂2
n = {En[ŵidiẑi]}−1En[{yi −G(diα̌+ x′iβ̃)}2ẑ2i ]{En[ŵidiẑi]}−1.

Table 2 describes an alternative proposal to construct a confidence region which is reminiscent

of the double selection method proposed in [6] for partial linear models. The method replaces

Step 3 in Table 1 with a logistic regression with all covariates selected in Steps 1 and 2. Although

this approach might seem substantially different, it turns out that this approach uses the optimal

instrument implicitly. In fact it can be seen as an iterated version of the previous method. The

differences and connections between the two methods are discussed later in Section 5.1.

Comment 2.1 (Choice of Valid Instruments). An instrument z0 is valid if E[wiz0i | xi] = 0 and

Ē[widiz0i] 6= 0. We note that there are several valid instruments to choose from. The algorithm
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Honest Confidence Region based on Double Selection

Step 1 Run Post-Lasso-Logistic of yi on di and xi:

(α̂, β̂) ∈ argmin
α,β

Λ(α, β) + λ1
n ‖(α, β)‖1

(α̃, β̃) ∈ argmin
α,β

Λ(α, β) : support(β) ⊆ support(β̂)

Construct the weight ŵi := G(diα̃+ x′iβ̃){1 −G(diα̃+ x′iβ̃)}, i = 1, . . . , n.

Step 2 Run Lasso-OLS of
√
ŵidi on

√
ŵixi:

θ̂ ∈ argmin
θ

En[ŵi(di − x′iθ)
2] + λ2

n ‖θ‖1

Step 3 Run Post-Lasso-Logistic of yi on di and the covariates selected in Step 1 and 2:

(α̌, β̌) ∈ argmin
α,β

Λ(α, β) : support(β) ⊆ support(β̂) ∪ support(θ̂)

Define the confidence region with asymptotic coverage 1− ξ as

CRD = {α ∈ R : |α− α̌| 6 σ̂nΦ−1(1− ξ/2)/
√
n}.

Table 2. The double selection algorithm has three steps: (1) select covariates based

on the standard Lasso-Logistic regression, (2) select covariates based on the weighted

treatment equation via Lasso, and (3) run a Logistic regression with the treatment and

all selected covariates . We assume the normalization En[x
2
ij ] = 1 and En[d

2
i ] = 1, and

λ1 = 1.1
2

√
nΦ−1(1− 0.01/{p∨ n}) and λ2 = n2/3.

stated in Table 1 uses z0i := vi/
√
wi. This requires in Step 2 a Lasso method that is applied in

the weighted equation (2.2). Since the weights wi’s can depend on the treatment di, the response

variable in Step 2, it creates additional difficulties in the choice of penalty that are addressed

in the appendix. Another valid choice of instrument is z0i := (di − E[di | xi])/wi. In this case,

assuming E[di | xi] = x′iθd, we can estimate z0i by estimating θd via standard Lasso of di on xi,

and estimating wi using the estimates of the ℓ1-logistic regression as in Step 1. Note that since

no estimated weights are used in Lasso, more standard results on Lasso would be available to

analyze the estimate of θd. We further discuss the choice of instruments in Section 5.

Comment 2.2 (Alternative Implementations). As discussed before, the three step approach

proposed here can be implemented with several different methods each with specific features.

For instance, Dantzig selector, square-root Lasso or the associated post-model selection could

be used instead of Lasso or Post-Lasso. Moreover, the instrumental logistic regression can

be substituted by a 1-Step estimator from the ℓ1-penalized logistic estimator α̂ of the form

α̌ = α̂+ (En[ŵidiẑi])
−1

En[{yi −G(diα̂+ x′iβ̂)}ẑi].
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3. Main Result

3.1. Primitive Assumptions. In this section we list and discuss primitive conditions that

allow us to derive our results. (Sharper high-level conditions are stated in the Appendix.) We

consider the following quantities associated with the covariates in the sample x̃i = (di, x
′
i)
′,

i = 1, . . . , n. We denote its largest value as Kn = maxi6n ‖x̃i‖∞ and denote the minimum and

maximum m-sparse eigenvalues associated with the sample

φmin(m) := min
16‖δ‖06m

‖x̃′iδ‖22,n
‖δ‖2 and φmax(m) := max

16‖δ‖06m

‖x̃′iδ‖22,n
‖δ‖2

The following are sufficient primitive conditions.

Condition L. (i) The data {(yi, di, xi) : i = 1, . . . , n} obey the model given by (2.1) and

(2.2), and are independent across i. (ii) The weights satisfy mini6nwi > c > 0, and the following

moment conditions hold 0 < c 6 Ē[v2i | xi] 6 maxi6n{E[v4i | xi]}1/2 ∨ {E[d4i | xi]}1/2 6 C. (iii)

For some δn → 0 we have c 6 φmin(s/δn) 6 φmax(s/δn) 6 C with probability 1−∆n.

Condition L(i) assumes independence across i and the model described in Section 2. Condition

L(ii) assumes the conditional variance is bounded away from zero and mild moment conditions.

Condition L(iii) assumes that the sparse eigenvalues of size s/ℓn are well behaved. This typi-

cally is implied by mild conditions on the tails of the covariates and a growth condition if the

underlying population design matrix has the corresponding sparse eigenvalues well behaved.

3.2. Uniformly Valid Confidence Regions. In this section we state the main inferential

result of the paper. We provide two uniformly valid confidence regions for the coefficient α0. In

addition to the primitive conditions listed in the previous section we also require some growth

conditions on how fast the sparsity parameter s and the total number of controls p can growth

relative to the sample size n.

Theorem 1 (Robust Inference, Optimal Instrument). Let {Pn} be a sequence of data-generating

processes. Assume Condition L hold for P = Pn for each n. Then, provided that (K4
n +K2

ns
2 +

s3) log3(p ∨ n) 6 nδn, the estimator based on optimal instrument α̌ obeys as n→ ∞

σ−1
n

√
n(α̌− α0) N(0, 1),

where σ2n = Ē[v2i ]
−1. Moreover, we have that

nLn(α0) χ2(1)

and σ̂2n = {En[ŵidiẑi]}−1
En[{yi − G(diα̌ + x′iβ̃)}2ẑ2i ]{En[ŵidiẑi]}−1 is a consistent estimate for

σ2n.
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Theorem 1 establishes two asymptotic results that justify the confidence regions for α0 pro-

posed in Table 1. The validity of CRD is based on asymptotic normality of the estimator α̌.

This prompts the construction of confidence intervals with correct asymptotic coverage. The

confidence region CRI is based on an inverse statistics exploiting the pivotality of nLn(α0).

These results are achieved despite possible model selection mistakes.

The following result derives similar guarantees for the double selection estimator.

Theorem 2 (Robust Inference, Double Selection). Let {Pn} be a sequence of data-generating

processes. Assume Condition L hold for P = Pn for each n. Then, provided that (K4
n +K2

ns
2 +

s3) log3(p ∨ n) 6 nδn, the double selection estimator α̌ obeys as n→ ∞

σ−1
n

√
n(α̌− α0) N(0, 1),

where σ2n = Ē[v2i ]
−1 and σ̂2n = {En[w̌idiẑi]}−1

En[{yi − G(diα̌ + x′iβ̌)}2ẑ2i ]{En[w̌idiẑi]}−1 is a

consistent estimate for σ2n with w̌i = G(diα̌+ x′iβ̌){1 −G(diα̌+ x′iβ̌)}.

The results achieved in Theorems 1 and 2 are valid uniformly over a large class of data-

generating processes. The next corollary formally remarks that. Here Qn denotes a collection

of distributions for {(yi, di, x′i)′}ni=1 and for Qn ∈ Qn the notation PQn means that under PQn ,

{(yi, di, x′i)′}ni=1 is distributed according to Qn. (An analogous corollary also holds for the double

selection method.)

Corollary 1 (Uniformly Valid Confidence Regions). Consider the confidence regions based

on the optimal instrument and let Qn be the collection of all distributions of {(yi, di, x′i)′}ni=1 for

which the conditions of Theorem 1 are satisfied for given n > 1. Then as n → ∞, uniformly in

Qn ∈ Qn,

PQn(α0 ∈ CRD) → 1− ξ and PQn(α0 ∈ CRI) → 1− ξ.

Corollary 1 conveys the robustness of the approach. In particular it allows for the data-

generating process to change with n. This result is new even under the traditional case of fixed-p

asymptotics. A characterization of the data-generating processes Qn for which the uniformity

result holds is given by Condition L and the side condition (K4
n +K2

ns
2 + s3) log3(p∨ n) 6 nδn.

Comment 3.1 (Choice of Valid Instruments and Minimax Efficiency). In the appendix

we establish a more general result for any valid instrument under high-level conditions. Given

any valid instrument (z0i)
n
i=1 we have

{Ē[√wiviz0i]−1Ē[wiz
2
0i]Ē[

√
wiviz0i]

−1}−1/2√n(α̌− α0) N(0, 1).
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Therefore, the choice of instrument can be guided by efficiency considerations. Theorems 1 and

2 establish that the proposed estimators achieve the semiparametric (minimax) efficiency bound

for the partially linear logistic regression (see page 356 in [10]).

3.3. Weakening Requirements for Testing H0 : α0 = 0. In many applications the main

goal is on testing the null hypothesis H0 : α0 = 0. Under H0, the weights wi no longer depend

on the treatment, which in turn leads to weaker conditions for the asymptotic consistency and

normality of α̌ under the null.

Specifically, when α0 = 0 we have

E[
√
wivi | xi] =

√
wiE[vi | xi] = 0, i = 1, . . . , n.

In the Logistic model associated with (2.1) we have wi > 0 which makes the condition above

equivalent to E[vi | xi] = 0, i = 1, . . . , n. Therefore, one can estimate θ0 in (2.2) without using

weights, or assume wi to be a function of xi only, and then estimate accordingly. Either way,

the standard orthogonality condition required for Lasso and Post-Lasso will hold under the null

and therefore standard choice of penalty parameter can be used.

To exploit that we need to modify the method proposed in Table 1. In Step 1 we can set ŵi =

G(x′iβ̃){1−G(x′iβ̃)}, i = 1, . . . , n, or set ŵi = 1, i = 1, . . . , n. In Step 2, we use penalty level and

penalty loadings for heteroscedastic lasso as in [6], for example λ = 2c
√
nΦ−1(1−0.1/(2p log n))

and penalty loadings Γ̂ as in (C.34). In Step 3 we have two options to proceed. One possibility

is to reject H0 if |α̌|/σ̂n is large, the second possibility is to reject H0 if nLn(0) is large. The

next result shows the validity of this proposal.

Theorem 3. Let {Pn} be a sequence of data-generating processes. Assume Condition L and the

null hypothesis H0 : α0 = 0 hold for P = Pn for each n. Then, provided the growth requirement

K4
n log p+K2

ns
2 log2 p 6 δnn holds, we have

σ−1
n

√
nα̌ N(0, 1) and nLn(0) χ2(1).

Theorem 3 provides two ways for testing H0 : α0 = 0 that are valid under weaker sparsity

requirements when compared with Theorem 1. As in the case of Theorem 1 this result does

not rely on perfect model selection. This is fundamental for the uniformity properties of this

procedure and for robustness of the finite sample inference.



10 ALEXANDRE BELLONI, VICTOR CHERNOZHUKOV AND YING WEI

4. Monte Carlo

In this section we provide a simulation study to illustrate the finite sample performance of

the proposed estimators. We compare its performance with the standard post-model selection

estimator.

We consider the following regression model:

E[y | d, x] = G(dα0 + x′{cyνy}), d = x′{cdνd}+ v,

where the vectors νy and νd are set to

νyj = (1, 1/2, 1/3, 1/4, 1/5, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 1/2, 1/3, 1/4, 1/5, 0, 0, . . . , 0)′,

νdj = (1, 1/2, 1/3, 1/4, 1/5, 1/6, 1/7, 1/8, 1/9, 1/10, 0, 0, . . . , 0)′,

x = (1, z′)′ consists of an intercept and covariates z ∼ N(0,Σ), and the error v is i.i.d. as

N(0, 1). The dimension p of the covariates x is 250, and the sample size n is 200. The regressors

are correlated with Σij = ρ|i−j| and ρ = 0.5. The coefficient cd is used to control the R2 of the

reduce form equation, cy is set similarly.1 In the simulations below we will use different values

of α0, cy and cd. For each repetition we draw new vectors xi’s and errors vi’s.

The design above with x′(cyνy) and x′(cdνd) is a sparse model. However, as we vary the

coefficients cy and cd the decay of the components rules out typical “separation from zero”

assumptions of the coefficients of “important” covariates. Thus, we anticipate that inference

procedures which rely on a consistent model selection will not be robust in our simulation study.

Figure 1 considers the design above with α0 = 0.5 and R2 = 0.75 on each equation leading to

cy = 1.43 and c2 = 0.59 and it is based on 500 repetitions. The figure displays the studentized

distribution of the estimator based on standard post-model selection logistic regression where

the model selection is based on ℓ1-penalized logistic regression, and the studentized distribution

of the estimator defined in Algorithm 1. The performance of the proposed estimator confirms

the asymptotic normality result established in Theorem 1. In contrast the distribution of the

standard post-model selection estimator seems to be a bi-modal non-standard distribution.

Figures 2-4 display the rejection probabilities of the standard post-model selection logistic

regression and the of the confidence regions associated with CRD, CRI and the double selection

CRD. For the latter we have two asymptotically valid ways of estimating its standard deviation.

We compute both estimates and take the maximum. The figures display the results over 400

1For simplicity, the “R2” associated with cy is computed as the R2 in the equation ỹ = dα0 + x′{cyνy} + ǫ

where ǫ ∼ N(0, 1) and ỹ is a real valued auxiliary variable.
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0

Logistic Regression: post-single-selection estimator (studentized)

−8 −7 −6 −5 −4 −3 −2 −1 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
0

Logistic Regression: proposed estimator (studentized, robust)

Figure 1. The figures display the distribution of the standard post-model selection estimator

(left panel) and the proposed estimator based on Algorithm 1. The rejection probabilities at 5%

level of the standard single model selection procedure was 14.6% and the rejection probabilities

at 5% level of the proposed estimator was 4.6%. The results are based on 500 replications.

different designs where α0 ∈ {0, 0.1, 0.25, 0.5} and the values of cy and cd are set to achieve

R2 = {0, 0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4, 0.5, 0.6, 0.7, 0.8, 0.9} for each equation. There were 1000 replications

for each of the 400 designs.

The figures shows the uniform properties of these estimators. The performance of the standard

method coincides with the negative theoretical results of the literature. In particular it seems

very sensitive to the particular design exhibiting a substantially larger rejection probability

than the 5% level. The other three confidence regions seem substantially more robust. Such

performance is predicted by the theoretical results in Section 3. As the impact of the treatment

increases the impact of using estimated weights for Step 2 seems to increase. This seems to

be more problematic to the confidence region CRD based on optimal instrumental. However

iterated versions of the method seems to achieve a very robust performance as indicated by the

confidence region based on double selection.

5. Discussion

5.1. Connection between Double Selection and Optimal Instrument. In this section

we provide a more formal connection between the two proposed methods. It turns out that the

construction of the double selection estimator implicitly approximates the optimal instrument

z0i = vi/
√
wi. This occurs because the model selection procedure in Step 2 associated with (2.2)

allows the estimator to achieve uniformity properties. To see that let T̂ ∗ denote the variables
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Figure 2. The figures display the rp(0.05) of the standard post-model selection estimator

and the proposed confidence regions based on optimal instrument (CRD and CRI) and double

selection. There are a total of 100 different designs with α0 = 0. The results are based on 1000

replications for each design.

selected in Step 1 and 2, T̂ ∗ = support(β̂) ∪ support(θ̂). By the first order conditions that

En[{yi −G(diα̌+ x′iβ̌)}(di, x′iT̂ ∗
)′] = 0

creating an orthogonal relation to any linear combination of (di, x
′
iT̂ ∗

)′. In particular, by taking

the linear combination (di, x
′
iT̂ ∗

)(1,−θ̃′)′ = di − x′iθ̃ = ẑi, we have

En[{yi −G(diα̌+ x′iβ̌)}ẑi] = 0

Therefore the double selection estimator α̌ minimizes

L̃n(α) =
‖En[{yi −G(diα+ x′iβ̌)}ẑi]‖2
En[{yi −G(diα+ x′iβ̌)}2ẑ2i ]

where ẑi is the instrument created by Step 2. Thus the double selection estimator can be

seen as an iterated version of the method based on instruments where the Step 1 estimate β̃
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Figure 3. The figures display the rp(0.05) of the standard post-model selection estimator

and the proposed confidence regions based on optimal instrument (CRD and CRI) and double

selection. There are a total of 100 different designs with α0 = 0.1. The results are based on

1000 replications for each design.

is updated with β̌. Although their first order asymptotics do not change, in finite sample the

double selection approach allows for the model selection in one step potentially mitigate model

selection mistakes of the other step. A potential drawback of the double selection is to work

with slightly bigger models (and thus potentially slightly more stringent design conditions).

5.2. Connection to Neymanization. Here we discuss connections between the proposed ap-

proach and Neyman’s C(α) test ([15, 16]). For the sake of exposition we focus on the case

that {(yi, di, xi)}ni=1 are independent and identically distributed and assume the instruments are

known. We consider the estimating equation for α0:

E[{yi −G(diα0 + x′iβ0)}z0i] = 0.
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Figure 4. The figures display the rp(0.05) of the standard post-model selection estimator

and the proposed confidence regions based on optimal instrument (CRD and CRI) and double

selection. There are a total of 100 different designs with α0 = 0.25. The results are based on

1000 replications for each design.

Our problem is to find an useful instrument z0i such that

∂

∂β
E[{yi −G(diα0 + x′iβ)}z0i]|β=β0 = 0.

Under this property, the estimator of α0 will be “immunized” against “crude” or nonregular

estimation of β0, for example, via a post-selection procedure or a regularization procedure.

Such immunization ideas are in fact behind Neyman’s classical construction of his C(α) test,

so we shall use the term “Neymanization” to describe such procedure. Although there will be

many instruments z0i that can achieve the property stated above, the one proposed in Section

2 is optimal.

Instruments can be constructed by generalizing the weighted equation (2.2)

fidi = fim0(xi) + ṽi, E[fiṽi|xi] = 0, (5.3)



HONEST CONFIDENCE REGIONS FOR LOGISTIC REGRESSION MODELS 15

0
0.2

0.4
0.6

0.8

0

0.5

0

0.2

0.4

R2 on y

Standard Selection rp(0.05)

R2 on d 0
0.2

0.4
0.6

0.8

0

0.5

0

0.2

0.4

R2 on y

CRD rp(0.05)

R2 on d

0
0.2

0.4
0.6

0.8

0

0.5

0

0.2

0.4

R2 on y

CRI rp(0.05)

R2 on d 0
0.2

0.4
0.6

0.8

0

0.5

0

0.2

0.4

R2 on y

Double Selection/Iterated CRD

with Robust s.e. rp(0.05)

R2 on d

α0 = 0.5

Figure 5. The figures display the rp(0.05) of the standard post-model selection estimator

and the proposed confidence regions based on optimal instrument (CRD and CRI) and double

selection. There are a total of 100 different designs with α0 = 0.5. The results are based on

1000 replications for each design.

where fi = f(di, zi) is a nonnegative weight, and setting the instrument as z0i := fiṽi/wi. For

example fi = 1 as proposed in Comment 2.1 or fi =
√
wi as in (2.2). By construction, the

function m0(xi) solves the weighted least squares problem

min
h∈H

E
[
f2i {di − h(xi)}2

]
, (5.4)

whereH denotes measurable functions h(xi) such that E[f2i h
2(xi)] <∞. Our assumption is that

the m0(xi) can be written as a sparse combination of xi, namely m0(xi) = x′iθ0 with ‖θ0‖0 6 s,
so that

fidi = fix
′
iθ0 + ṽi, E[fiṽi|xi] = 0. (5.5)

In finite samples, the sparsity assumption allows to employ Post-Lasso or Lasso to solve the least

squares problem above approximately, and estimate z0i as proposed in this work. Of course, the

use of other structured assumptions may motivate the use of other regularization methods.
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The proof of Lemma 1 shows that, for
√
n(α− α0) = O(1),

√
n{En[{yi −G(diα+ x′iβ̂)}z0i]− En[{yi −G(diα+ x′iβ0)}z0i]} = oP (1),

for β̂ based on a sparse estimation procedure, despite the fact that β̂ converges to β0 at a slower

rate than 1/
√
n. That is, the empirical estimating equations behave as if β0 is known. Hence

for estimation we can use α̌ as a minimizer of the statistic

Ln(α) = ‖
√
nEn[{yi −G(diα− x′iβ̂)}z0i]‖2 / En[{yi −G(diα− x′iβ̂)}2z20i].

Since Ln(α0)  χ2(1), we can also use the statistic directly for testing hypotheses and for

construction of confidence regions.

This is in fact a version of Neyman’s C(α) statistic. To see that note that by (5.5) we have

θ0 = E[f2i xix
′
i]
−E[f2i dix

′
i], where A

− denotes a generalized inverse of A, and define

z0i = fiṽi/wi = (f2i /wi)di − (f2i /wi)x
′
iE[f

2
i xix

′
i]
−E[f2i dix

′
i] and ε̂i(α) = yi −G(diα− x′iβ̂)

Thus we obtain a familiar form of the C(α) statistic

Ln(α) =
‖√n{En[ε̂i(α)(f2i /wi)di]− En[ε̂i(α)(f

2
i /wi)x

′
i]E[f

2
i xix

′
i]
−E[f2i dix

′
i]}‖2

En[ε̂
2
i (α)z

2
0i]

.

The estimator α̌ that minimizes Ln up to oP (1) so that, under suitable regularity conditions,

σ̃−1
n

√
n(α̌− α0) N(0, 1), σ̃2n = E[widiz0i]

−2E[wiz
2
0i].

It is easy to show that the smallest value of σ̃2n is achieved by setting fi =
√
wi so that z0i =

vi/
√
wi:

σ2n = E[v2i ]
−1. (5.6)

Thus, setting fi =
√
wi gives an optimal instrument amongst all “immunizing” instruments

generated by the process described above. Obviously, this improvement translates into shorter

confidence intervals and better testing based on either α̌ or Ln. While fi =
√
wi is optimal,

wi will have to be estimated in practice, resulting actually in more stringent condition than

when using known weights. This motivates the search for different weights that might have less

stringent requirements. For example, under the limited heteroscedasticity of the model when

H0 : α0 = 0 holds, Theorem 3 reduces the requirements.
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5.3. Minimax Efficiency. There is also a connection to the (local) minimax efficiency anal-

ysis from the semiparametric efficiency analysis. [10] derives an efficient score function for the

partially linear logistic regression model:

Si = {yi −G(diα0 + x′iβ0)}{di −m∗
0(xi)},

where m∗
0(xi) is m0(xi) in (5.3) induced by the weight fi =

√
wi:

m∗
0(xi) =

E[widi|xi]
E[wi|xi]

.

Using the assumption m∗
0(xi) = x′iθ0 , where ‖θ0‖0 < s≪ n is sparse, we have that

Si = {yi −G(diα0 + x′iβ0)}vi/
√
wi,

which is the score that was constructed using Neymanization. It follows that the estimator based

on the instrument z0i = vi/
√
wi is actually efficient in the minimax sense (see Theorem 18.4 in

[10]), and inference about α0 based on this estimator provides best minimax power against local

alternatives (see Theorem 18.12 in [10]).

The claim above is formal as long as, given a law Qn, least favorable submodels are permitted

as deviations that lie within the overall model. Specifically, given a law Qn, we shall need to

allow for a certain neighborhood Qδ
n of Qn such that Qn ⊂ Qδ

n ⊂ Qn, where the overall model

Qn is defined similarly as before. To allow for this we consider a collection of models indexed

by a parameter t = (t1, t2):

E[yi | di, xi] = G(di{α0 + t1}+ x′i{β0 + t2θ0}), ‖t‖ 6 δ, (5.7)

√
widi =

√
wix

′
iθ0 + vi, E[

√
wivi|xi] = 0, (5.8)

where ‖β0‖0∨‖θ0‖0 6 s/2 and conditions as in Section 3 hold. The case with t = 0 generates the

model Qn; by varying t within a δ-ball, we generate models Qδ
n, containing the least favorable

deviations. By [10], the efficient score for the model given above is Si, so we cannot have a

better regular estimator than the estimator whose influence function is Si. Since our model

Qn contains Qδ
n, all the formal conclusions about (local minimax) optimality of our estimators

hold from theorems cited above (using subsequence arguments to handle models changing with

n). Our estimators are regular, since under Qt
n with t = (O(1/

√
n), O(1)), their first order

asymptotics do not change, as a consequence of Theorems in Section 3.
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Appendix A. Generic Instrumental Logistic Regression with Estimated Data

Let (d, x) ∈ D×X . In this section for h̃ = (β̃, z̃), where z̃ is a function on (d, x) 7→ z̃(d, x) we

write

ψα̃,h̃(yi, di, xi) = ψα̃,β̃,z̃(yi, di, xi) = {yi −G(x′iβ̃ + diα)}z̃(di, xi) = {yi −G(x′iβ̃ + diα)}z̃i

For a fixed α̃ ∈ R, β̃ ∈ R
p, and z̃ : D × X → R we define

Γ(α̃, h̃) := Ē[ψα̃,h̃(yi, di, xi)]

For notational convenience we let z̃i = z̃(di, xi), h0 = (β0, z0) and ĥ = (β̂, ẑ). The partial

derivative of Γ with respect to α at (α̃, h̃) is denoted by Γ1(α̃, h̃) and the directional derivative

with respect to [ĥ− h0] at (α̃, h̃) is denote as

Γ2(α̃, h̃)[ĥ− h0] = lim
t→0

Γ(α̃, h̃+ t[ĥ− h0])− Γ(α̃, h̃)

t
.

We assume that the estimated vector β̂ and the estimated function ẑ satisfy the following

condition.

Condition ILOG. We assume that for some sequences δn → 0 and ∆n → 0 with probability

at least 1−∆n:

(i) {α : |α− α0| 6 n−1/2/δn} ⊂ A, where A is a (possibly random) compact interval;

(ii) Ē[wiz0i | xi] = 0, 0 < c 6 |Ē[widiz0i]|, and maxi6n{E[(z0i/wi)4]}1/2 ∨ {E[d4i ]}1/2 6 C.
(iii) the estimated quantities ĥ = (β̂, ẑ)

max
i6n

{1 + E[|ẑi − z0i|]}1/2‖x′i(β̂ − β0)‖2,n 6 δnn−1/4,

{Ē[(ẑi − z0i)
2]}1/2 6 δn, ‖x′i(β̂ − β0)‖2,n · {Ē[(ẑi − z0i)

2]}1/2 6 δnn−1/2,
(A.9)

sup
α∈A

∣∣∣(En − Ē)
[
ψ
α,ĥ

(yi, di, xi)− ψα,h0(yi, di, xi)
]∣∣∣ 6 δn n−1/2 (A.10)

|α̌− α0| 6 δn and En[ψα̌,ĥ(yi, di, xi)]| 6 δn n
−1/2. (A.11)

(iv) ‖(1 ∨ |di|)(ẑi − z0i)‖2,n 6 δn and ‖{x′i(β̂ − β0)}2‖2,n 6 δn.

Lemma 1. Under Condition ILOG(i,ii,iii) we have

{Ē[widiz0i]−1Ē[wiz
2
0i]Ē[widiz0i]

−1}−1/2√n(α̌− α0) N(0, 1).

Moreover, if additionally ILOG(iv) holds we have

nLn(α0) χ2(1)

and the variance estimator is consistent, namely

En[ŵidiẑi]
−1

En[{yi −G(x′iβ̂ + diα̌)}2ẑ2i ]En[ŵidiẑi]−1 →P Ē[widiz0i]
−1Ē[wiz

2
0i]Ē[widiz0i]

−1.
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Proof of Lemma 1. Steps 1-4 we use ILOG(i-iii). In Steps 5 and 6 we will also use ILOG(iv).

Step 1. (Main Step for Normality) We have

(0)︷ ︸︸ ︷
En[ψα̌,ĥ(yi, di, xi)] = En[ψα0,h0(yi, di, xi)] + En[ψα̌,ĥ(yi, di, xi)− ψα0,h0(yi, di, xi)]

= En[ψα0,h0(yi, di, xi)]︸ ︷︷ ︸
(I)

+Γ(α̌, ĥ)︸ ︷︷ ︸
(II)

+n−1/2
Gn(ψα̌,ĥ − ψα̌,h0)︸ ︷︷ ︸

(III)

+n−1/2
Gn(ψα̌,h0 − ψα0,h0)︸ ︷︷ ︸

(IV )

By Condition ILOG(iii), (A.11), with probability at least 1−∆n we have |(0)| . δnn−1/2.

By Step 2 below we have |(II) + Ē[widiz0i](α̌ − α0)| .P δnn−1/2 + δn|α̌− α0|.

By Condition ILOG(iii), (A.10), with probability at least 1−∆n we have |(III)| . δnn−1/2.

To control (IV ) note that

|ψα,h0(yi, di, xi)−ψα0,h0(yi, di, xi)| 6 |G(diα+ x′iβ0)−Gi(diα0 + x′iβ0)| · |z0i| 6 |α−α0| · |diz0i|.

By Condition ILOG(iii), (A.11), we have |α̌−α0| 6 δn so that Ē[{ψα,h0(yi, di, xi)−ψα0,h0(yi, di, xi)}2] 6
|α− α0|2Ē[d2i z20i] and using a version of Theorem 2.14.1 in [20] we have

sup
|α−α0|6δn

En[{ψα,h0(yi, di, xi)− ψα0,h0(yi, di, xi)}2] 6 δ2nEn[d2i z20i] . δ2nĒ[d2i z20i]

with probability 1−∆n from concentration of measure and Condition ILOG(ii). These relations

and the maximal inequality in Lemma 5, we have

(IV ) .P sup
|α−α0|6δn

∣∣∣n−1/2
Gn(ψα,h0 − ψα0,h0)

∣∣∣

.P n
−1/2 sup

|α−α0|6δn
|α− α0|Ē[d2i z20i] . δnn−1/2

(A.12)

Combining the bounds for (0), (II)-(IV) above we have

Ē[widiz0i](α̌− α0) = En[ψα0,h0(yi, di, xi)] +OP (δnn
−1/2) +OP (δn)|α̌− α0|.

Since Ē[ψα0,h0(yi, di, xi)] = 0 and Ē[wiz
2
0i] 6 C, by the Lyapunov CLT we have

(I) = En[ψα0,h0(yi, di, xi)] N(0, Ē[wiz
2
0i])

and the first assertion follows by noting that Ē[widiz0i] > c > 0.

Step 2. (Bounding Γ(α, ĥ) for |α− α0| 6 δn which covers (II)) We have

Γ(α, ĥ) = Γ(α, h0) + Γ(α, ĥ)− Γ(α, h0)

= Γ(α, h0) + {Γ(α, ĥ)− Γ(α, h0)− Γ2(α, h0)[ĥ − h0]}+ Γ2(α, h0)[ĥ − h0].
(A.13)
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Because Γ(α0, h0) = 0, by Taylor expansion there is some α̃ ∈ [α0, α] such that

Γ(α, h0) = Γ1(α̃, h0)(α− α0) = {Γ1(α0, h0) + ηn} (α− α0)

where |ηn| 6 δnĒ[|d2i z0i|] by relation (A.20) in Step 4.

Combining the argument above with relations (A.15), (A.16) and (A.18) in Step 3 below we

have

Γ(α, ĥ) = Γ2(α0, h0)[ĥ− h0] + Γ(α0, h0) + {Γ1(α0, h0) +O(δnĒ[|d2i z0i|])}(α − α0) +O(δnn
−1/2)

= Γ1(α0, h0)(α− α0) +O(δn|α− α0|Ē[|d2i z0i|] + δnn
−1/2)

(A.14)

Step 3. (Relations for Γ2) The directional derivative Γ2 with respect the direction ĥ − h0 at

a point h̃ = (β̃, z̃) is given by

Γ2(α, h̃)[ĥ − h0] = −Ē[G′(diα+ x′iβ̃)z̃ix
′
i{β̂ − β0}]+

+Ē[{G(diα0 + x′iβ0)−G(diα+ x′iβ̃)}{ẑi − zi}]

Note that when Γ2 is evaluated at (α0, h0) we have

Γ2(α0, h0)[ĥ − h0] = −Ē[wiz0ix
′
i(β̂0 − β0)] = 0 (A.15)

because of the orthogonality condition Ē[wiz0i | xi] = 0 in Condition ILOG(ii), and by definition

wi = G(x′iβ0+α0di){1−G(x′iβ0+α0di)}. In addition, the expression for Γ2 leads to the following

bound

∣∣∣Γ2(α, h0)[ĥ− h0] − Γ2(α0, h0)[ĥ− h0]
∣∣∣ 6

6 Ē[|α− α0| |diz0i| |x′i{β̂0 − β0}|] + Ē[|(α − α0)di| |ẑi − z0i|]
6 |α− α0| · ‖x′i{β̂ − β0}‖2,n{Ē[z20id2i ]}1/2 + |α− α0| · {Ē[(ẑi − z0i)

2]}1/2{Ē[d2i ]}1/2

. |α− α0|δn

(A.16)

To bound the second derivative, recall that for G(t) = exp(t)/{1 + exp(t)}, we have G′(t) =

G(t)[1−G(t)], G′′(t) = G(t)[1−G(t)][1−2G(t)], are all less than 1 in absolute value. The second

directional derivative Γ22 at h̃ = (β̃, z̃) with respect to the direction ĥ− h0 can be bounded by

∣∣∣Γ22(α, h̃)[ĥ − h0, ĥ− h0]
∣∣∣ =

∣∣∣−Ē[G′′(x′iβ̃ + αdi)z̃i{x′i(β̂0 − β0)}2]
−2Ē[G′(x′iβ̃ + diα){x′i(β̂ − β0)}{ẑi − zi}]

∣∣∣
6 maxi6n E[|z̃i|]‖x′i(β̂ − β0)‖22,n + 2‖x′i(β̂ − β0)‖2,n{Ē[(ẑi − z0i)

2]}1/2
(A.17)
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In turn, since h̃ ∈ [h0, ĥ], |z̃(di, xi)| 6 |z0(di, xi)|+ |ẑ(di, xi)− z0(di, xi)|, we have that

∣∣∣Γ(α, ĥ)− Γ(α, h0) − Γ2(α, h0)
[
ĥ− h0

]∣∣∣ 6 sup
h̃∈[h0,ĥ]

∣∣∣Γ2,2(α, h̃)
[
ĥ− h0, ĥ− h0

]∣∣∣

6

(
max
i6n

E[|z0i|] + E[|ẑi − z0i|]
)
‖x′i{β̂ − β0}‖22,n+

+‖x′i{β̂ − β0}‖2,n{Ē[(ẑi − z0i)
2]}1/2

.P δnn
−1/2

(A.18)

where maxi6n E[|z0i|] is uniformly bounded by ILOG(ii) and the last relation is assumed in

Condition ILOG(iii).

Step 4. (Relations for Γ1) By definition of Γ, its derivative with respect to α at (α, h̃) is

Γ1(α, h̃) = −Ē[G′(x′iβ̃ + αdi)z̃idi].

Therefore, when the function above is evaluated at α = α0 and h̃ = h0 = (β0, z0), since for

G′(x′iβ0 + α0di) = wi we have

Γ1(α0, h0) = −Ē[widiz0i]. (A.19)

Moreover, Γ1 also satisfies

|Γ1(α, h0)− Γ1(α0, h0)| =
∣∣Ē[G′(x′iβ0 + αdi)z0idi]− Ē[G′(x′iβ0 + α0di)z0idi]

∣∣
6 |α− α0|Ē[|d2i z0i|]

(A.20)

Step 5. (Estimation of Variance) First note that

|En[ŵidiẑi]− Ē[widiz0i]|
= |En[ŵidiẑi]− En[widiz0i]|+ |En[widiz0i]− Ē[widiz0i]|
6 |En[(ŵi − wi)diẑi]|+ |En[widi(ẑi − z0i)]|+ |En[widiz0i]− Ē[widiz0i]|
6 |En[(ŵi − wi)di(ẑi − z0i)]|+ |En[(ŵi − wi)diz0i]|
+‖widi‖2,n‖ẑi − z0i‖2,n + | En[widiz0i]− Ē[widiz0i]|
.P ‖(ŵi − wi)di‖2,n‖ẑi − z0i‖2,n + ‖ŵi − wi‖2,n‖diz0i‖2,n
+‖widi‖2,n‖ẑi − z0i‖2,n + |En[widiz0i]− Ē[widiz0i]|
.P δn

(A.21)

because 0 6 wi, ŵi 6 1, Ē[d4i ] 6 C, Ē[z40i] 6 C by Condition ILOG(ii) and Conditions ILOG(iii)

and (iv).
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Next we proceed to control the other term of the variance. Since |ψ
α̌,ĥ

(yi, di, xi)−ψα0,ĥ
(yi, di, xi)| 6

|di(α̌− α0)ẑi| and |ψ
α0,ĥ

(yi, di, xi)− ψα0,h0(yi, di, xi)| 6 |ẑi − z0i|+ |x′i{β̂ − β0}z0i| we have

| ‖ψ
α̌,ĥ

(yi, di, xi)‖2,n − ‖ψα0,h0(yi, di, xi)‖2,n|
6 ‖di(α̌− α0)ẑi‖2,n + ‖ẑi − z0i‖2,n + ‖x′i{β̂ − β0}z0i‖2,n
6 |α̌− α0|‖diz0i‖2,n + |α̌− α0|‖di(ẑi − z0i)‖2,n
+‖ẑi − z0i‖2,n + ‖(x′i{β̂ − β0})2‖1/22,n‖z20i‖

1/2
2,n

.P δn

(A.22)

by ILOG(ii) and ILOG(iv). Also, |En[ψ2
α0,h0

(yi, di, xi)]− Ē[ψ2
α0,h0

(yi, di, xi)]| .P δn by indepen-

dence and bounded moment Ē[wiz
2
0i] 6 Ē[z20i] by Condition ILOG(ii).

Step 6. (Main Step for χ2) Note that the denominator of Ln(α0) was analyzed in relation

(A.22) of Step 5. Next consider the numerator of Ln(α0). Since Γ(α0, h0) = Ē[ψα0,h0(yi, di, xi)] =

0 we have

En[ψα0,ĥ
(yi, di, xi)] = (En−Ē)[ψ

α0,ĥ
(yi, di, xi)−ψα0,h0(yi, di, xi)]+Γ(α0, ĥ)+En[ψα0,h0(yi, di, xi)].

By Condition ILOG(iii) and (A.14) with α = α0, it follows that

|(En − Ē)[ψ
α0,ĥ

(yi, di, xi)− ψα0,h0(yi, di, xi)]| 6 δnn−1/2 and |Γ(α0, ĥ)| .P δnn−1/2.

Therefore, using that nA2
n = nB2

n+n(An−Bn)2+2nBn(An−Bn), for An = En[ψα0,ĥ
(yi, di, xi)]

and Bn = En[ψα0,h0(yi, di, xi)] .P {Ē[wiz20i]}1/2n−1/2 we have

nLn(α0) =
n|En[ψα0,ĥ

(yi, di, xi)]|2

En[ψ
2
α0,ĥ

(yi, di, xi)]

=
n|En[ψα0,h0(yi, di, xi)]|2 +OP (δn)

Ē[wiz20i] +OP (δn)
=
n|En[ψα0,h0(yi, di, xi)]|2

Ē[wiz20i]
+OP (δn)

since Ē[wiz
2
0i] is bounded away from zero because c 6 |Ē[widiz0i]| 6 {Ē[wid2i ]Ē[wiz20i]}1/2 and

Ē[wiz
2
0i] is bounded above uniformly. The result then follows since

√
nEn[ψα0,h0(yi, di, xi)] →P

N(0, Ē[wiz
2
0i]) and E[ψ2

α0,h0
(yi, di, xi) | xi, di] = wiz

2
0i.

�

Appendix B. Proofs of Theorems

Proof of Theorem 1. We will verify Condition ILOG and the result follows by Lemma 1. The

assumptions on the conditional variance wi and the moment conditions on di and vi in Condition

L imply Condition ILOG(i).
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We let Kx = maxi6n ‖xi‖∞ and Kv = maxi6n |di| so that Kx ∨ Kd 6 Kn. Under the

assumption on the weights stated in Condition L(ii) and the sparse eigenvalue bounds stated in

Condition L(iii) we have that κc is bounded away from zero for n sufficiently large, see [8].

Step 1 relies on Post-Lasso-Logistic. To apply Lemma 2 to obtain rates and sparsity bounds

we first verify the side condition q∆c
> 3(1 + 1

c )λ
√
s/(nκc). Without loss of generality assume

that T contains the treatment d in its support. Thus for x̃i = (di, x
′
i)
′, δ = (δd, δ

′
x)

′ we have

infδ∈∆c

‖x̃′iδ‖32,n
En[|x̃′iδ|3]

> infδ∈∆c

‖x̃′iδ‖22,n‖δT ‖κc
4En[|x′iδx|3]+4En[|diδd|3] > infδ∈∆c

‖x̃′iδ‖22,n‖δT ‖κc
4Kx‖δx‖1En[|x′iδx|2]+4|δd|3En[|di|3]

> infδ∈∆c

‖x̃′iδ‖22,n‖δT ‖κc
4Kx‖δx‖1{‖x̃′iδ‖2,n+‖δddi‖2,n}2+4|δd|2En[|di|3]‖δT ‖1

> infδ∈∆c

‖x̃′iδ‖22,n‖δT ‖1κc/
√
s

8Kx(1+c)‖δT ‖1‖x̃′iδ‖22,n+8Kx(1+c)‖δT ‖1|δd|2{‖di‖22,n+En[|di|3]}

>
κc/

√
s

8Kx(1+c){1+‖di‖22,n/κ2c+En[|di|3]/κ2c}
&P

1√
sKx

by Ē[d4i ] 6 C and κc bounded away from zero by Condition L. Also by Condition L we have

mini6nwi > c > 0. Therefore, since λ .
√
n log(p ∨ n) we have

nκc

λ
√
s+

√
sn log(p ∨ n)

inf
δ∈∆c

‖√wix̃′iδ‖32,n
En[wi|x̃′iδ|3]

&P

√
n

Kxs log(p ∨ n)
→P ∞

under K2
xs

2 log2(p ∨ n) 6 δnn.

To apply Lemma 3 we need to verify the side condition

qAŝ+s
/6 >

√
ŝ+ s‖∇Λ(η0)‖∞/

√
φmin(ŝ+ s),

where ŝ .P s by Lemma 2. Similarly to the previous argument, for x̃i = (di, x
′
i)
′ and δ = (δd, δ

′
x)

′,

inf
‖δ‖06s+Cs

‖x̃′iδ‖32,n
En[|x̃′iδ|3]

> inf
‖δ‖06s+Cs

{φmin(s+Cs)}3/2‖δ‖3
4En[|x′iδx|3]+4|δd|3En[|di|3]

> inf
‖δ‖06s+Cs

{φmin(s+Cs)}3/2‖δ‖3
4Kx‖δx‖1φmax(s+Cs)‖δx‖2+4‖δ‖3En[|di|3]

>
{φmin(s+Cs)}3/2

4Kx
√
s+Csφmax(s+Cs)+4En[|di|3]

&P
1

Kx
√
s

by Condition L(iii) and En[|di|3] . Ē[|di|3] 6 C with probability 1 − o(1). Therefore, by

K2
xs

2 log2(p ∨ n) 6 δnn and λ .
√
n log(p ∨ n) we have

n
√
φmin(s+Cs)

λ
√
s+
√
sn log(p∨n)

inf
‖δ‖06s+Cs

‖√wix̃′iδ‖32,n
En[wi|x̃′iδ|3]

&P
√
n

Kxs log(p∨n) → ∞,

Therefore |α̃−α0| .P
√
s log(p ∨ n)/n so that A = {α : |α−α̃| 6 C log−1 n} ⊇ {α : |α−α0| 6

n−1/2/δn} under s log(p ∨ n) log2 n 6 δnn which is required in ILOG(i). This also ensures the

initial rate required for α̌ in ILOG(iii) since α̌ ∈ A.

Step 2 relies on Post-Lasso with estimated weights. Condition WL(i) and (ii) is assumed by

Conditions L. Condition WL(iii) follows from Lemma 4 applied twice with ζi = vi and ζi = di
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under the condition that K4
x log p 6 δnn. We will set λ = n2/3. The first part of Condition

WL(iv), since G is Lipschitz, follows from ‖ŵi − wi‖2,n 6 ‖x′i(β̃ − β0) + di(α̃0 − α0)‖2,n .P√
s log p/n . (δn/Kx){K−1

v ∧ λ/√sn}. The second part of Condition WL(ii), note that

max
j6p

∣∣∣∣En
[
ŵi − wi√

wi
xijvi

]∣∣∣∣ 6 ‖
√
ŵi −

√
wi‖2,n2max

j6p
‖xijvi/

√
wi‖2,n .P

√
s log p

n
.P δnn

−1/3

so that ρn = n−1/3 by Lemma 4 with ζi = vi/
√
wi underK

4
x log p 6 δnn and using s3 log3(p∨n) 6

δnn. Therefore, by Lemma 4 we have ‖x′i(θ̃−θ0)‖2,n .P n−1/3√s and ‖θ̃‖0 6 Cs with probability

1−∆n.

The choice of instrument is z0i = vi/
√
wi = di − x′iθ0 and ẑi = di − x′iθ̃ so that

ẑi − z0i = x′i{θ0 − θ̃} (B.23)

The rates established above for (α̃, β̃, θ̃) imply (A.9) in ILOG(ii) since by Condition L(ii)

{1 + maxi6n |x′i(θ̃ − θ0)|1/2}‖x′i(β̃ − β0)‖2,n .P

(
1 +

√
Kxsn−1/3

)√
s log p
n

. n−1/4
(√

s log p
n1/2 +

√
s

n1/3
Kxs log p
n1/2

)
. δnn

−1/4

‖x′i(β̃ − β0)‖2,n‖x′i(θ̃ − θ0)‖2,n .

√
s log p
n

√
sn−1/3 = n−1/2 s log

1/2 p
n1/3 . δnn

−1/2

|α̃− α0| ‖x′i(θ̃ − θ0)‖2,n . δnn
−1/2

Moreover, Condition ILOG(iv) holds since

‖{x′i(θ̃ − θ0)}2‖2,n 6 Kx‖θ̃ − θ0‖1‖x′i(θ̃ − θ0)‖2,n .P Kxsn
−1/3√sn−1/3 =

√
K2

xs
2

n
s

n1/3 = oP (1)

‖{x′i(β̃ − β0)}2‖2,n = oP (1)

and ‖(1 ∨ |di|)(ẑi − z0i)‖2,n 6 (1 + ‖d2i ‖
1/2
2,n )‖{x′i(θ̃ − θ0)}2‖1/22,n = o(1).

Next we verify Condition ILOG(iii). Let ϕ̂i(α) = yi−G(x′iβ̂+diα), ϕi(α) = yi−G(x′iβ0+diα).
Note that

sup
α∈A

∣∣(En − Ē) [ϕ̂i(α)ẑi − ϕi(α)z0i]
∣∣ 6 sup

α∈A

∣∣(En − Ē) [{ϕ̂i(α)− ϕi(α)}(ẑi − z0i)]
∣∣+ (B.24)

+ sup
α∈A

∣∣(En − Ē) [ϕi(α)(ẑi − z0i)]
∣∣+ (B.25)

+ sup
α∈A

∣∣(En − Ē) [{ϕ̂i(α)− ϕi(α)}z0i]
∣∣ (B.26)

To bound (B.24), since |ϕ̂i(α) − ϕi(α)| 6 |x′i(β̃ − β0)|, |ŵi| 6 1, we use Cauchy-Schwartz to

obtain

(B.24) 6 ‖x′i(β̃ − β0)‖2,n{2‖x′i(θ̃ − θ0)‖2,n} .P δnn
−1/2.

To bound (B.25) we consider

(B.25) 6 supα∈A

∣∣∣(En − Ē)
[
{ϕi(α)− ϕi(α0)}x′i(θ0 − θ̃)

]∣∣∣+
∣∣∣(En − Ē)

[
ϕi(α0)x

′
i(θ0 − θ̃)

]∣∣∣
.P sup

α∈A,‖δ‖16Csn−1/3

∣∣(En − Ē) [{ϕi(α) − ϕi(α0)}x′iδ]
∣∣+ sup

‖δ‖16Csn−1/3

∣∣(En − Ē) [ϕi(α0)x
′
iδ]
∣∣
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Using Lemma 5 twice (one application of the lemma has Wij = dixij , T = {(α − α0)δ ∈ R
p :

α ∈ A, ‖δ‖1 6 Csn−1/3} and ξi = 1, the other application is standard) we have

(B.25) .P δnsn
−1/3

√
log p
n + sn−1/3

√
log p
n .P δnn

−1/2

since by Lemma 4, maxi6n E[d
2
i | xi] 6 C and maxj6p En[x

2
ij ] 6 1 we have

max
j6p

En[d
2
i x

2
ij ] 6 max

j6p
(En − Ē)[d2i x

2
ij] + Cmax

j6p
En[x

2
ij ] .

√
log p

n
K2
x

√
En[d4i ] + C .P C

under K4
x log p 6 δnn and Ē[d4i ] 6 C.

Next we proceed to bound (B.26). We will consider the class of functions FC,r which pertains

to {ϕ̂i(α) − ϕi(α)}z0i, namely for some C suitably large

F = {G(x′iβ + diα)z0i −G(x′iβ0 + diα)z0i : ‖β‖0 6 Cs, ‖x′i{β − β0}‖2,n 6 C
√
s log p/n}

which is the union of
( p
Cs

)
classes of functions each with VC index bounded by C ′s. Thus,

logN(ε‖F‖2,Pn ,F ,Pn) . s log p+ s log(1/ε). By Lemma 6 we have

sup
f∈F

|En[f ]| .P

√
s log(p ∨ n)

n

(
sup
f∈F

Ē[f2] +

√
s log(n ∨ p)

n

√
sup
f∈F

En[f4] ∨ Ē[f4]

)1/2

.

Note that supf∈F En[f
4] ∨ Ē[f4] 6 En[z

4
0i] ∨ Ē[z40i] .P Ē[v4i /w

2
i ] = O(1), and

supf∈F Ē[f2] 6 sup
‖x′iδ‖2,n.

√
s log p

n

Ē[(x′iδ)
2z20i]

6 sup
‖x′iδ‖2,n.

√
s log p

n

En[(x
′
iδ)

2]maxi6nE[z
2
0i | xi]

. s log p
n maxi6n E[v

2
i /wi | xi] . s log p

n .

Combining these relations we have

(B.26) .P

√
s log(p ∨ n)

n

(
s log(p ∨ n)

n
+

√
s log(p ∨ n)

n

)1/2

. o(1)n−1/2

provided s3 log3(p ∨ n) 6 δnn.

The last condition to be verified is the second condition in ILOG(iii). We will show that

En[ϕ̂i(α)ẑi] changes sign over α ∈ A with high probability which by continuity of ϕ̂i(·) implies

that En[ϕ̂i(α̌)ẑi] =P 0. Note that for any α ∈ A

En[ϕ̂i(α)ẑi] =

(1)︷ ︸︸ ︷
(En − Ē)[ϕ̂i(α)ẑi − ϕi(α)z0i] +

(2)︷ ︸︸ ︷
Ē[ϕ̂i(α)ẑi]− Ē[ϕi(α)z0i] +

+ (En − Ē)[ϕi(α)z0i]︸ ︷︷ ︸
(3)

+Ē[ϕi(α)z0i].
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Note that by the first part of ILOG(iii) established before we have (1) .P δn n
−1/2. By the

expansion (A.14) we have (2) 6 δnn
−1/2+ δn|α−α0| from (A.15), (A.16) and (A.17). Moreover,

we have by Lemma 5 and Ē[d2i z
2
0i] = O(1)

(3) 6 sup
α∈A

|(En − Ē)[{ϕi(α) − ϕi(α0)}z0i]|+ |(En − Ē)[ϕi(α0)z0i]| .P δnn−1/2 + n−1/2.

Therefore, since Ē[ϕi(α)z0i] = (α− α0)Ē[v
2
i ] +O(|α − α0|2) we have

En[ϕi(α)z0i] = OP (n
−1/2 + δn|α− α0|) + Ē[ϕi(α)z0i]

= OP (n
−1/2) + (α− α0){Ē[v2i ] +OP (δn)}+O(|α− α0|2).

(B.27)

Since Ē[v2i ] > c and δn → 0, when we evaluate (B.27) on the extreme points αk, k = 1, 2, of A
we obtain a positive value for one extreme and a negative value for the other extreme for n large

enough since |αk − α0| = C log−1 n. �

Proof of Theorem 2. Let T̂ ∗ = support(θ̂) ∪ support(β̂). By the first order condition we have

En[{yi −G(α̌di + x′iβ̌)}(di, x′iT̂ ∗
)′] = 0. (B.28)

Next we will construct a suitable instrument to apply Lemma 1. Define

θ̂∗ ∈ argmin
θ

‖x′i(θ − θ0)‖2,n : support(θ) ⊆ T̂ ∗.

We use the optimal instrument z0i = vi/
√
wi = di − x′iθ0 and the estimated instrument ẑi =

di−x′iθ̂∗. Note that by (B.28), taking the linear combination (1;−θ̂∗) of the optimality condition

we have

En[{yi −G(α̌di + x′iβ̌)}ẑi] = 0.

Therefore α̌ minimizes the criterion

Ln(α) =
|En[{yi −G(diα+ x′iβ̌)}ẑi]|2
En[{yi −G(diα+ x′iβ̌)}2ẑ2i ]

,

induced by {(x′iβ̌, ẑi) : i = 1, . . . , n}, over α ∈ R.

Regarding Steps 1 and 2, rates of convergence for Lasso-Logistics, Post-Lasso-Logistics, Lasso

with estimated weights and the associated sparsity bounds are established as in the proof of

Theorem 1. Thus we have ‖θ̂‖0 .P s, ‖β̂‖0 .P s, Λ(α̂, β̂)− Λ(α0, β0) .P s log p/n and ‖x′i(θ̂ −
θ0)‖2,n .P

√
sn−1/3.

Next we analyze Step 3. The sparsity results above implies that T̂ ∗ = support(θ̂)∪support(β̂)

satisfies |T̂ ∗| .P s. Moreover, since support(β̂) ⊂ T̂ ∗ we have

Λ(α̌, β̌)− Λ(α0, β0) 6 Λ(α̂, β̂)− Λ(α0, β0) .P s log p/n.
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Thus, by the condition on the sparse eigenvalue requirement in Condition L, Lemma 3 es-

tablishes a rate of convergence for post-model selection Logistic regression estimator ‖x′i(β̌ −
β0)‖2,n .P

√
s log p/n, |α̌ − α0| .P

√
s log p/n, and ‖β̌ − β0‖1 .P

√
s‖β̌ − β0‖2 .

√
s‖x′i(β̌ −

β0)‖2,n/{φmin(C
′s)} .P s

√
log p/n. Moreover, since support(θ̂) ⊂ T̂ ∗ we have ‖x′i(θ̂∗−θ0)‖2,n 6

‖x′i(θ̂−θ0)‖2,n .P
√
sn−1/3 and ‖θ̂∗−θ0‖1 .P

√
s‖θ̂∗−θ0‖2 .

√
s‖x′i(θ̂∗−θ0)‖2,n/{φmin(C

′s)} .P
sn−1/3.

The remaining assumptions in Condition ILOG can be verified as in the proof of Theorem 1. �

Proof of Theorem 3. The proof proceeds similarly to the proof of Theorem 1 with modifications

on the rates achieved in Step 2 for ‖x′i(θ̃ − θ0)‖2,n and one argument to establish ILOG(iii),

namely the application of Lemma 6 to establish

sup
f∈F

|En[f ]| .P

√
s log(p ∨ n)

n

(
sup
f∈F

Ē[f2] +

√
s log(n ∨ p)

n

√
sup
f∈F

En[f4] ∨ Ē[f4]

)1/2

.

and bounding

supf∈F En[f
4] ∨ Ē[f4] 6

(
K4

v

mini6n w
2
i
+maxi6n E[v

4
i /w

2
i ]
)
supδ∈F En[|x′iδ|4] . K4

vK
2
x
s2 log p
n

s log p
n

where δ ∈ F means ‖δ‖0 . s and ‖x′iδ‖2,n .
√
s log p/n. Combining this relation with the

original bound on supf∈F Ē[f2] we have

(B.26) .P

√
s log(p ∨ n)

n

(
s log(p ∨ n)

n
+

√
K2
xs

2 log p

n

K2
vs log(p ∨ n)

n

)1/2

. o(1)n−1/2

provided (Kx ∨Kv)s
2 log3(p ∨ n) 6 δnn.

Next we turn to Step 2. The verifications of Conditions WL(i), (ii) and (iii) remain unchanged.

We will set the standard penalty level λ ∼ √
n log p. The first part of Condition WL(iv) follows

similarly, ‖ŵi−wi‖2,n 6 ‖x′i(β̃−β0)+di(α̃0−α0)‖2,n .P
√
s log p/n . (δn/Kx){K−1

v ∧λ/√sn}
under (K2

x +K2
v )s

2 log2 p 6 δnn. The second part of Condition WL(ii), note that |ŵi − wi| 6
|x′i(β̃ − β0)| we have by Lemma 5 and E[ ŵi−wi√

wi
xijvi] = 0 we have

max
j6p

∣∣∣∣En
[
ŵi −wi√

wi
xijvi

]∣∣∣∣ .P
√
s2 log p

n

√
log p

n
Kx . δnn

−1/2

using K2
xs

2 log2(p ∨ n) 6 δnn. Therefore, by Lemma 4 we have ‖x′i(θ̃ − θ0)‖2,n .P
√
s log p/n

and ‖θ̃‖0 6 Cs with probability 1−∆n. �
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Appendix C. Auxiliary Results for Penalized and Post-Model Selection

Estimators

In this section we state relevant theoretical results on the performance of the ℓ1-penalized

Logistic regression estimators, heteroscedastic Lasso with estimated weights estimators and the

associated post-model selection estimators. The analysis of the latter builds upon the analysis

of Lasso under heteroscedasticity of [2] and it was developed in [7]. The analysis of the former

builds upon the work of [1] that established rates for ℓ1-penalized Logistic regression exploiting

self-concordance. The main design condition relies on the restricted eigenvalue proposed in [8],

namely for x̃i = (di, x
′
i)
′

κc = inf
‖δTc‖16c‖δT ‖1

‖√wix̃′iδ‖2,n/‖δT ‖, (C.29)

where c = (c + 1)/(c − 1) for the slack constant c > 1. In the original setting of [8] for least

squares we have wi = 1 and it is well known that κc is bounded away from zero if c is bounded

for any subset T ⊂ {1, . . . , p} with |T | 6 s if the sparse eigenvalues of order Cs are well behaved
(bounded away from zero and from above uniformly) for suitably large constant C.

C.1. Results for Lasso and Post Lasso with Estimated Weights. In this section we state

results obtained in [7] for Post-Lasso estimators with estimated weights, namely the model

√
widi =

√
wix

′
iθ0 + vi, E[

√
wivi | xi] = 0 (C.30)

where we observe {(di, xi) : i = 1, . . . , n}, i.n.i.d., and only an estimate ŵi of the conditional

variance function wi = Gi(1 − Gi). The support Tθ0 = support(θ0) is unknown but a sparsity

condition holds, namely |Tθ0 | 6 s. Estimators for θ0 and vi can be computed based on Lasso or

Post-Lasso, namely

θ̂ ∈ arg min
θ∈Rp

En[ŵi(di − x′iθ)
2] +

λ

n
‖Γ̂θ‖1 and set v̂i =

√
ŵi(di − x′iθ̂), i = 1, . . . , n, (C.31)

θ̃ ∈ arg min
θ∈Rp

{
En[ŵi(di − x′iθ)

2] : θj = 0, if θ̂j = 0
}
, set ṽi =

√
ŵi(di − x′iθ̃). (C.32)

where λ and Γ̂ are the associated penalty level and loadings specified below.

However, under the inherent heteroskadasticity, the estimator ŵi of wi typically depends on

di which can affect the proper choice of λ leading to slower rates of convergence. 2 The following

are sufficient high-level conditions where again the sequences ∆n and δn go to zero and C is

constant independent of n, and there are sequences Kx and Kv such that maxi6n ‖xi‖∞ 6 Kx

and maxi6n |vi| 6 Kv with probability at least 1−∆n.

2If the heteroskedasticity is only with respect to xi standard rates of convergence can be derived if the estimated

weights do not depend on di.
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Condition WL. For the model (C.30), normalize En[x
2
ij ] = 1, j = 1, . . . , p, suppose that

(i) ‖θ0‖0 6 s where s > 1,and the weights satisfy 0 < c 6 wi 6 1 uniformly in n,

(ii) Ē[v2i ] > c > 0, max
j6p

{Ē[|√wixijvi|3]}1/3
{Ē[|√wixijvi|2]}1/2

6 C, Φ−1(1− γ/2p) 6 δnn
1/3,

(iii) max
j6p

|(En − Ē)[wix
2
ijv

2
i ]| 6 δn, with probability 1−∆n

(iii) we assume that the estimates ŵi, i = 1, . . . , n satisfy with probability 1−∆n

‖
√
ŵi −

√
wi‖2,n 6

δn
Kx

(
1

Kv
∧ 1√

s

λ√
n

)
and

∥∥∥∥En
[
ŵi − wi√

wi
xivi

]∥∥∥∥
∞
6 δnρn

Condition WL(i) is a standard sparsity assumption and could be relaxed in different direction.

Condition WL(ii) is common in Logistic regression models even with fixed dimensions. Condi-

tion WL(iii) requires high-level rates of convergence for the estimate ŵi and a bound ρn for a near

orthogonality condition. These estimates can be constructed with ℓ1-Logistic method studied

here. Condition WL(iii) is trivially satisfied if the true density is used. Finally, several prim-

itive moment conditions imply the various cross moments bounds in Condition WL(iv). This

condition is used to apply self-normalized moderate deviation theory to control heteroskedastic

non-Gaussian errors similarly to [2] where there are no estimated weights.

The penalty choice potentially depends on ρn to account for impact of the estimated weights

on the orthogonality condition. This additional term can dominate the penalty level. Next we

present results on the performance of the estimators generated by Lasso with estimated weights.

Following [2] we call asymptotically valid any penalty loadings Γ̂ that obey a.s.

ℓΓ̂0 6 Γ̂ 6 uΓ̂0, (C.33)

with 0 < ℓ 6 1 6 u such that ℓ →P 1 and u →P u′ with u′ > 1. Asymptotic valid options for

setting the penalty loadings for j = 1, . . . , p, are

initial γ̂j =
√

En[ŵix
2
ij(di − d̄)2],

refined γ̂j =
√

En[ŵix2ij v̂
2
i ],

(C.34)

where d̄ := En[di] and v̂i is an estimate of vi based on Lasso with the initial option (or iterations).

[2] established the validity of using either of the choices in (C.34). Next we present results on

the performance of the estimators generated by Lasso and Post-Lasso with estimated weights.

Theorem 4 (Properties of Lasso and Post-Lasso with estimated Weights). Under Condition

WL and setting λ > δnρn+2c′
√
nΦ−1(1− γ/2p) for c′ > c > 1, γ → 0, and using an asymptotic
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valid penalty loading Γ̂, for c = ‖Γ̂0‖∞‖Γ̂−1
0 ‖∞(uc+ 1)/(ℓc − 1) we have for n large enough

‖
√
ŵix

′
i(θ̂ − θ0)‖2,n .P

λ
√
s

nκcmini6n
√
ŵi/wi

Moreover, under Condition L(iii), the data-dependent model T̂θ0 selected by a Lasso estimator

satisfies with probability 1−∆n:

‖θ̃‖0 = |T̂θ0 | . s (C.35)

Finally, the Post-Lasso estimator obeys

‖x′i(θ̃ − θ0)‖2,n .P δnρn
√
s+

√
s log(p ∨ n)

n
+
λ
√
s

nκc
and

‖θ̃ − θ0‖1 .P δnρns+
√
s2 log(p ∨ n)

n
+

λs

nκc
.

Theorem 4 above establishes the rate of convergence for Lasso and Post-Lasso with estimated

weights. This leads to bounds on the error between estimated the instrumented instrument ẑi

used in Table 1 with respect to the associated valid instrument z0i = vi/
√
wi since

ẑi − z0i = di − x′iθ̃ −
vi√
wi

= di − x′iθ̃ − {di − x′iθ0} = x′i(θ0 − θ̃). (C.36)

Sparsity properties of the Lasso estimator θ̂ under estimated weights follows similarly to the

standard Lasso analysis derived in [2]. By combining such sparsity properties and the rates in

the prediction norm we can establish rates for the post-model selection estimator under estimated

weights.

Comment C.1 (Penalty Choice in Step 2). In Step 2 of the proposed method in Table 1 we

have ρn = n−1/3 so that setting λ2 = n2/3 we have 2c′
√
nΦ−1(1 − γ/2p)‖Γ̂‖∞ 6 δnλ2. In this

case the penalty is dominated by the potential bias in the estimation of the weights. Thus

setting the loadings to 1 with λ2 = n2/3 is asymptotic valid.

C.2. ℓ1-Penalized Logistic Regression. Consider a data generating process such that

E[yi | x̃i] = G(x̃′iη0)

which is independent across i (i = 1, . . . , n). Without loss of generality, we assume that ‖η0‖0 =
s > 1, En[x̃

2
ij] = 1 for all 1 6 j 6 p. First we consider the estimation of η0 via ℓ1-penalized

Logistic regression

η̂ ∈ argmin
η

Λ(η) +
λ

n
‖η‖1. (C.37)
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Following a general principle used in ℓ1-penalized estimators as discussed in [8, 1, 3, 14, 22],

under the event that

λ

n
> c‖∇Λ(η0)‖∞ = c‖En[{yi −G(x̃′iη0)}x̃i]‖∞, where c > 1, (C.38)

the estimator in (C.37) achieves good theoretical guarantees under mild design conditions. Al-

though η0 is unknown, we can set λ so that the event in (C.38) holds with high probability. In

particular, Remark E.1 based on Lemma 12 shows that it suffices to set λ = 1.1
2

√
nΦ−1(1−γ/[2p])

where we suggest γ = 0.1/ log n. Next we present results for the estimator (C.37).

Lemma 2 (Results for ℓ1-Penalized Logistic Regression). Assume λ/n > c‖∇Λ(η0)‖∞, c > 1

and let c = (c+ 1)/(c − 1). Then

‖√wix̃′i(η̂ − η0)‖2,n 6 3(1 + 1
c )
λ
√
s

nκc
and ‖η̂ − η0‖1 6 3

(1 + c)(1 + c)

c

λs

nκ2
c

provided that infδ∈∆c

‖√wix̃′iδ‖32,n
‖√wi|x̃′iδ|3/2‖22,n

> 3(1 + 1
c )
λ
√
s

nκc
. Moreover, we have

|support(η̂)| 6 36sc2
minm∈M φmax(m)

κ2
c

and Λ(η̂)− Λ(η0) 6 3(1 + 1
c )

(
λ
√
s

nκc

)2

where M = {m ∈ N : m > 72c2sφmax(m)/κ2
c
}.

The extra growth condition required for identification is mild. For instance we typically have

λ .
√

log(n ∨ p)/n and, if the weights wi are bounded away from zero, for many designs of

interest we have infδ∈∆c
‖x̃′iδ‖32,n/En[|x̃′iδ|3] bounded away from zero (see [3]). For more general

designs and weights we have

inf
δ∈∆c

‖√wix̃′iδ‖32,n
En[wi|x̃′iδ|3]

> inf
δ∈∆c

‖√wix̃′iδ‖2,n
maxi6n ‖x̃i‖∞‖δ‖1

>
κc√

s(1 + c)maxi6n ‖x̃i‖∞
which implies the extra growth condition under K2

xs
2 log(p ∨ n) 6 δnκ

2
c
n. Under the condition

that s/δn-sparse eigenvalues are bounded away from zero and from above, it follows that s/δ
1/2
n

belongs to M for n large enough so that |support(η̂)| . s under the conditions above.

In order to alleviate the bias introduced by the ℓ1-penalty, we can consider the associated

post-model selection estimates. Let T̂ ∗ denote a subset of covariates (selected arbitrarily) and

define the associated post-model selection estimator

η̃ ∈ argmin
η

{
Λ(η) : ηj = 0 if j /∈ T̂ ∗

}
. (C.39)

Typically T̂ ∗ can be taken as support(η̂). However, we can add additional variables through

other procedures. (For example, in Step 1 we always include the treatment di; in Step 3 of
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the double selection procedure covariates selected in a different equation are included.) The

following result characterizes the performance of the estimator in (C.39).

Lemma 3 (Estimation Error of Post-ℓ1-penalized Logistic Regression). Let ŝ∗ = |T̂ ∗|. We have

‖√wix̃′i(η̃ − η0)‖2,n 6
3
√
ŝ∗‖∇Λ(η0)‖∞√
φmin(ŝ+ s)

+ 3
√

Λ(η̃)− Λ(η0)

provided that

inf
‖δ‖06ŝ∗+s

‖√wix̃′iδ‖32,n
‖√wi|x̃′iδ|3/2‖22,n

> 6max

{
√
ŝ∗ + s

‖∇Λ(η0)‖∞√
φmin(ŝ∗ + s)

,
√

Λ(η̃)− Λ(η0)

}
.

Lemma 3 provides the rate of convergence in the prediction norm for the post model selection

estimator despite of possible imperfect model selection. The rates rely on the overall quality

of the selected model and the overall number of components ŝ∗. Once again, based on the

results in Lemma 2, the extra growth condition required for identification is mild provided that

support(η̂) ⊂ T̂ ∗ and ŝ∗ is not much larger than s.

Comment C.2. In Step 1 of the algorithms we use ℓ1-penalized Logistic regression with x̃i =

(di, x
′
i)
′, δ̂ := η̂ − η0 = (α̂ − α0, β̂

′ − β′0)
′, and we are interested on rates for ‖x′i(β̂ − β0)‖2,n

instead of ‖x̃′iδ̂‖2,n. However, it follows that

‖x′i(β̂ − β0)‖2,n 6 ‖x̃′iδ̂‖2,n + |α̂− α0| · ‖di‖2,n.

Since s > 1, without loss of generality we can assume the component associated with the

treatment di belongs to T (at the cost of increasing the cardinality of T by one which will not

affect the rate of convergence). Therefore we have that

|α̂− α0| 6 ‖δ̂T ‖ 6 ‖√wix̃′iδ̂‖2,n/κc.

In most applications of interest ‖di‖2,n and 1/κc are bounded from above with high probability.

Similarly, in Step 1 of Algorithm 1 we have that the Post-ℓ1-LAD estimator satisfies

‖x′i(β̃ − β0)‖2,n 6 ‖x̃′iδ̃‖2,n
(
1 + ‖di‖2,n/

√
φmin(ŝ+ s)

)
.

Appendix D. Auxiliary Inequalities

Lemma 4. Fix arbitrary vectors x1, . . . , xn ∈ R
p with maxi6n ‖xi‖∞ 6 Kx. Let ζi (i = 1, . . . , n)

be independent random variables such that Ē[|ζi|q] < ∞ for some q > 4. Then we have with

probability 1− 8τ

max
16j6p

|(En − Ē)[x2ijζ
2
i ]| 6 4

√
log(2p/τ)

n
K2
x(Ē[|ζi|q]/τ)4/q
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Proof. The result is derived in Lemma 2 of [5] which follows from a maximal inequality derived

in [6]. �

Consider an empirical process Gn(f) = n−1/2
∑n

i=1{f(Zi) − E[f(Zi)]} indexed by F , a class

of pointwise measurable functions (see [20] Chapter 2.3) and assume that 0 ∈ F . The random

empirical measure for an underlying independent data sequence {Zi, i = 1, . . . , n} is denoted by

Pn.

Lemma 5. Let |hi(t)| 6 |t′Wi|, K/4 > σ̄2 := supt∈T Ē[hi(t)
2ξ2i ], and ‖T ‖1 = supt∈T ‖t‖1. We

have

E

[
sup
t∈T

|(En − Ē)[hi(t)ξi]|
]
6 4‖T ‖1E [‖En[εiWiξi]‖∞] and

P

(
sup
t∈T

|(En − Ē)[hi(t)ξi]| >
K‖T ‖1

√
M√

n

)
6

32 dim(Wi) exp

(−K2

16

)
+ P

(
max

j6dim(Wi)
En[W

2
ijξ

2
i ] > M

)
.

Proof. To establish the first relation, by symmetrization for expectation Lemma 6.3 in [12]

E

[
sup
t∈T

|(En − Ē)[hi(t)ξi]|
]
6 2E

[
sup
t∈T

|En[εihi(t)ξi]|
]

and Contraction principle Lemma 4.12 in [12] we have

E

[
sup
t∈T

|(En − Ē)[hi(t)ξi]|
]
6 4E

[
sup
t∈T

|En[εit′Wiξi]|
]
6 4 sup

t∈T
‖t‖1E [‖En[εiWiξi]‖∞] .

By Lemma 2.3.7 in [21], symmetrization for probabilities, we have

P

(
sup
t∈T

|Gn(hi(t)ξi)| > K

)
6

2

1− (σ̄2/K2)
P

(
sup
t∈T

|Gn(εihi(t)ξi)| > K/4

)

since var(Gn(hi(t)ξi)) 6 Ē[hi(t)
2ξ2i ] 6 σ̄

2. Conditional on {ξ,Wi} we have

E[exp(ψ supt∈T |Gn(εihi(t)ξi)|)] 6 E[exp(4ψ supt∈T ‖t‖1‖Gn(εiWiξi)‖∞)]

6 dim(Wi) · max
j6dim(Wi)

E[exp{4ψ supt∈T ‖t‖1|Gn(εiWijξi)|}]

6 2 dim(Wi) · exp(8ψ2 sup
t∈T

‖t‖21 max
j6dim(Wi)

En[W
2
ijξ

2
i ])

Since we have that P (X > K) 6 minψ>0 exp(−ψK)E[exp(ψX)], by choosing the parameter ψ

as ψ = K/{16‖T ‖21 maxj6dim(Wi) En[W
2
ijξ

2
i ]} it follows

Pε

(
sup
t∈T

|Gn(εihi(t)ξi)| > K | hi,Wi, ξi

)
6 8 dim(Wi) exp(−K2/{16 sup

t∈T
‖t‖21 max

j6dim(Wi)
En[W

2
ijξ

2
i ]})
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The result follows by taking the expectation conditioned on {maxj6dim(Wi) En[W
2
ijξ

2
i ] 6M}.

�

Lemma 6. Suppose that for all 0 < ε 6 ε0

N(ε,F ,Pn) 6 (ω/ε)m and N(ε,F2,Pn) 6 (ω/ε)m, (D.40)

for some ω which can grow with n. Then, as n grows we have

sup
f∈F

|Gn(f)| .P

√
m log(ω ∨ n)


sup

f∈F
Ē[f2] +

√
m log(n ∨ ω)

n

(
sup
f∈F

En[f
4] ∨ Ē[f4]

)1/2



1/2

.

Proof. The result is derived in [4]. �

References

[1] Francis Bach. Self-concordant analysis for logistic regression. Eletronic Journal of Statistics, 4:384–414, 2010.

[2] A. Belloni, D. Chen, V. Chernozhukov, and C. Hansen. Sparse models and methods for optimal instruments

with an application to eminent domain. Econometrica, November 2012.

[3] A. Belloni and V. Chernozhukov. ℓ1-penalized quantile regression for high dimensional sparse models. Annals

of Statistics, 39(1):82–130, 2011.

[4] A. Belloni, V. Chernozhukov, and I. Fernandez-Val. Conditional Quantile Processes based on Series or Many

Regressors. ArXiv e-prints, May 2011.

[5] A. Belloni, V. Chernozhukov, and K. Kato. Uniform post model selection inference for LAD regression models.

ArXiv, 2013.

[6] Alexandre Belloni, Victor Chernozhukov, and Christian Hansen. Inference on treatment effects after selection

amongst high-dimensional controls. ArXiv, 2011.

[7] Alexandre Belloni, Victor Chernozhukov, and Kengo Kato. Uniform inference of quantile treatment effects

after model selection. MIT Working Paper, 2012.

[8] P. J. Bickel, Y. Ritov, and A. B. Tsybakov. Simultaneous analysis of Lasso and Dantzig selector. Annals of

Statistics, 37(4):1705–1732, 2009.

[9] F. Bunea. Honest variable selection in linear and logistic regressionmodels via ℓ1 and ℓ1 + ℓ2 penalization.

Electronic Journal of Statistics, 2:11531194, 2008.

[10] Michael R. Kosorok. Introduction to Empirical Processes and Semiparametric Inference. Series in Statistics.

Springer, Berlin, 2008.

[11] M. Kwemou. Non-asymptotic oracle inequalities for the lasso and group lasso in high dimensional logistic

model. arXiv preprint, (arXiv:1206.0710), 2012.

[12] M. Ledoux and M. Talagrand. Probability in Banach Spaces (Isoperimetry and processes). Ergebnisse der

Mathematik undihrer Grenzgebiete, Springer-Verlag, 1991.
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Supplementary Appendix for “Honest Confidence Re-
gions for Logistic Regression with a Large Number of
Controls”

Appendix E. Technical Results and Proofs for Logistic Regression

In this section our goal is to establish sparsity and rates of convergence of the Post-Lasso

Logistic estimator. Both of these properties require us to also revisit the analysis of the ℓ1-

penalize logistic regression (Lasso-Logistic) estimator. In what follows we use a more compact

notation, specifically η = (α, β), x̃i = (di, x
′
i)
′, η0 = (α0, β

′
0)

′. Thus the Lasso-Logistic estimator

is defined as any vector η̂ such that

η̂ ∈ argmin
η

Λ(η) +
λ

n
‖η‖1. (E.41)

We will also consider the post-model selection Logistic estimator associated with a support

T̂ ∗ ⊂ {1, . . . , p} defined as

η̃ ∈ argmin
η

Λ(η) : support(η) ⊆ T̂ ∗. (E.42)

E.1. Design conditions and Relations. Next we collect relevant quantities associated with

the design matrix En[x̃ix̃
′
i] and the weighted counterpart En[wix̃ix̃

′
i] where wi = Gi(1 − Gi) ∈

[0, 1], i = 1, . . . , n, is the conditional variance of the outcome variable yi. The non-weighted

quantities are well studied in the literature (namely restricted eigenvalue, minimum and maximal

sparse eigenvalues).

Definition 1. For T = support(η0), |T | > 1, the (logistic) restricted eigenvalue is defined as

κc := min
‖δTc‖16c‖δT ‖1

‖√wix̃′iδ‖2,n
‖δT ‖

Definition 2. For a subset A ⊂ R
p let

q̄A = inf
δ∈A

En

[
wi|x̃′iδ|2

]3/2
/ En

[
wi|x̃′iδ|3

]
.

In this work we will apply this for A = ∆c and A = {δ ∈ R
p : ‖δ‖0 6 Cs}.

The definitions above differ from the their counterpart in the analysis of ℓ1-penalized least

squares estimators by the weighting 0 6 wi 6 1. Thus it will be relevant to understand their

relations through the quantities

ψ(r)(c) := min
‖δTc‖16c‖δT ‖1

‖√wix̃′iδ‖2,n
‖x̃′iδ‖2,n

and ψ(s)(m) := min
16‖δ‖06m

‖√wix̃′iδ‖2,n
‖x̃′iδ‖2,n
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Lemma 7 provides three relationships between the weighted versions and the non-weighted

versions. Neither dominates the other. Most papers in the literature focus on the first pair of

relations which entails to assume that mini6nwi is bounded away from zero uniformly in n. The

second and third pairs of relations allow for better control in the presence of a few small weights.

The second pair states that if the average harmonic mean of the weights is bounded the ratio

between the weighted and non-weighted quantities is controlled by the intrinsic sparsity. /

Lemma 7 (Relating weighted and non-weighted design quantities). Letting wi = Gi(1−Gi) we
have the following inequalities ψ(r)(c) > mini6n

√
wi and ψ(s)(m) > mini6n

√
wi;

ψ(r)(c) >
κu
c
{En[1/wi]}−1/2

√
s(1 + c)maxi6n ‖xi‖∞

and ψ(s)(m) >

√
φmin(m){En[1/wi]}−1/2

√
mmaxi6n ‖x̃i‖∞

.

where κu
c
is the original (non-weighted) restricted eigenvalue. Moreover, for any ǫ ∈ (0, 1] we

have

ψ(r)(c) >
√
ǫκu

c

{
1− En[1{wi 6 ǫ}]

s(1 + c)2 maxi6n ‖x̃i‖2∞
κu2
c

}1/2

and

ψ(s)(m) >
√
ǫ
√
φmin(m)

{
1− En[1{wi 6 ǫ}]

mmaxi6n ‖x̃i‖2∞
φmin(m)

}1/2

.

Proof. The first pair of bounds is trivial since wi > 0. To show the second pair we have

En[|x̃′iδ|2] = En[
√
wi|x̃′iδ| · |x̃′iδ|/

√
wi]

6 {En[wi|x̃′iδ|2]}1/2 · {En[|x̃′iδ|2/wi]}1/2

6 {En[wi|x̃′iδ|2]}1/2 · {En[1/wi]}1/2‖δ‖1 maxi6n ‖x̃i‖∞

Therefore, for ϑδ = ‖x̃′iδ‖2,n/‖δ‖1 we have

‖√wix̃
′

iδ‖2,n
‖x̃′iδ‖2,n

>
‖√wix̃

′

iδ‖2,n
‖√wix̃′iδ‖

1/2
2,n ·{En[1/wi]}1/4‖δ‖1/21 maxi6n ‖x̃i‖1/2∞

=
‖√wix̃

′

iδ‖
1/2
2,n

‖x̃′iδ‖
1/2
2,n

ϑ
1/2
δ

maxi6n ‖x̃i‖1/2∞

1
{En[1/wi]}1/4

Cancelling out ‖√wix̃′iδ‖
1/2
2,n/‖x̃′iδ‖

1/2
2,n and squaring both sides we have

‖√wix̃
′

iδ‖2,n
‖x̃′iδ‖2,n

> ϑδ/maxi6n ‖x̃i‖∞.

The result follows by noting that for δ ∈ ∆c we have ϑδ > κ
u
c
/{(1 + c)

√
s} and for any non-zero

δ with ‖δ‖0 6 m we have ϑδ >
√
φmin(m)/

√
m.

The third pair follows from noting that

En[wi|x̃′iδ|2] = En[wi1{wi > ǫ}|x̃′iδ|2]+En[wi1{wi 6 ǫ}|x̃′iδ|2] > ǫEn[|x̃′iδ|2]−ǫEn[1{wi 6 ǫ}|x̃′iδ|2]
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Moreover, by definition of ϑδ we have

En[1{wi 6 ǫ}|x̃′iδ|2] 6 En[1{wi 6 ǫ}]max
i6n

‖x̃i‖2∞‖δ‖21 6 En[1{wi 6 ǫ}]max
i6n

‖x̃i‖2∞
‖x̃′iδ‖22,n
ϑ2δ

.

The result follows. �

E.2. Identification Lemmas. In this section we collect new identification results for Logistic

regression that might be of independent interest. We build upon the following technical lemma

of [1] which is based on (modified) self-concordant functions. However we will apply it differently

than in [1]. We exploit the separability of the objective function across observations and make use

of the restricted non-linear impact coefficient [3]. In turn this allows us to weaken requirements

of the analysis when compared to the literature.

Lemma 8 (Lemma 1 from [1]). Let g : R → R be a convex three times differentiable function

such that for all t ∈ R, |g′′′(t)| 6Mg′′(t) for some M > 0. Then, for all t > 0 we have

g′′(0)
M2

{exp(−Mt) +Mt− 1} 6 g(t)− g(0) − g′(0)t 6
g′′(0)
M2

{exp(Mt) +Mt− 1} .

Lemma 9. For t > 0 we have exp(−t) + t− 1 > 1
2t

2 − 1
6 t

3.

Proof of Lemma 9. For t > 0, consider the function f(t) = exp(−t) + t3/6 − t2/2 + t − 1.

The statement is equivalent to f(t) > 0 for t > 0. It follows that f(0) = 0, f ′(0) = 0, and

f ′′(t) = exp(−t) + t− 1 > 0 so that f is convex. Therefore f(t) > f(0) + tf ′(0) = 0. �

Lemma 10 (Minoration Lemma). We have that

Λ(η0 + δ)− Λ(η0)−∇Λ(η0)
′δ >

{
1
3‖
√
wix̃

′
iδ‖22,n

}
∧
{ q̄A

3
‖√wix̃′iδ‖2,n

}

Proof. Step 1. (Minoration). Define the maximal radius over which the following criterion

function can be minorated by a quadratic function

rA = sup
r

{
r :

Λ(η0 + δ)− Λ(η0)−∇Λ(η0)
′δ > 1

3‖
√
wix̃

′
iδ‖22,n,

for all δ ∈ A, ‖√wix̃′iδ‖2,n 6 r

}
.

Step 2 below shows that rA > q̄A. By construction of rA and the convexity of Λ(η0+δ)−Λ(η0)−
∇Λ(η0)

′δ,

Λ(η0 + δ)− Λ(η0)−∇Λ(η0)
′δ >

>
‖√wix̃′iδ‖22,n

3 ∧
{

‖√wix̃
′

iδ‖2,n
rA

· inf
δ̃∈A,‖√wix̃′iδ̃‖2,n>rA

Λ(η0 + δ̃)− Λ(η0)−∇Λ(η0)
′δ̃

}

>
‖√wix̃

′

iδ‖22,n
3 ∧

{
‖√wix̃

′

iδ‖2,n
rA

r2A
3

}
>

‖√wix̃
′

iδ‖22,n
3 ∧

{ q̄A
3 ‖√wix̃′iδ‖2,n

}
.
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Step 2. (rA > q̄A) Defining gi(t) = log{1 + exp(x̃′iη0 + tx̃′iδ)} we have

Λ(η0 + δ)− Λ(η0)−∇Λ(η0)
′δ =

= En [log{1 + exp(x̃′i{η0 + δ})} − yix̃
′
i(η0 + δ)]

−En [log{1 + exp(x̃′iη0)− yix̃
′
iη0}]− En [(Gi − yi)x̃

′
iδ]

= En [log{1 + exp(x̃′i{η0 + δ})} − log{1 + exp(x̃′iη0)} −Gix̃
′
iδ]

= En[gi(1) − gi(0)− 1 · g′i(0)]

Note that the function gi is three times differentiable and satisfies, for Gi(t) := exp(x̃′iη0 +

tx̃′iδ)/{1 + exp(x̃′iη0 + tx̃′iδ)},

g′i(t) = (x̃′iδ)Gi(t), g′′i (t) = (x̃′iδ)
2Gi(t)[1 −Gi(t)], g′′′i (t) = (x̃′iδ)

3Gi(t)[1 −Gi(t)][1 − 2Gi(t)].

Thus |g′′′i (t)| 6 |x̃′iδ|g′′i (t). Therefore, by Lemmas 8 and 9 we have

gi(1) − gi(0)− 1 · g′i(0) >
(x̃′iδ)

2wi

(x̃′iδ)
2 {exp(−|x̃′iδ|) + |x̃′iδ| − 1}

> wi

{
|x̃′iδ|2

2 − |x̃′iδ|3
6

}

Therefore we have

Λ(η0 + δ)− Λ(η0)−∇Λ(η0)
′δ > 1

2En

[
wi|x̃′iδ|2

]
− 1

6En

[
wi|x̃′iδ|3

]

Note that for any δ ∈ A such that ‖√wix̃′iδ‖2,n 6 q̄A we have

‖x̃′iδ‖2,n 6 q̄A 6 ‖√wix̃′iδ‖32,n/En
[
wi|x̃′iδ|3

]
,

so that En[wi|x̃′iδ|3] 6 En[wi|x̃′iδ|2]. Therefore we have

Λ(η0 + δ)− Λ(η0)−∇Λ(η0)
′δ > 1

2En

[
wi|x̃′iδ|2

]
− 1

6En

[
wi|x̃′iδ|3

]

> 1
3En

[
wi|x̃′iδ|2

]

�

E.3. Penalty Choice and Rate for ℓ1-Penalized Logistic Regression. Next we establish

a simple (and known) bound for the choice of the penalty level λ within Lasso-Logistic under

standard normalization. Refinements are possible under additional mild assumptions on the

covariates.

Lemma 11 (Choice of Penalty, Hoeffding’s Inequality). Assume that En[x̃
2
ij ] = 1. Then, for

any γ ∈ (0, 1) we have

P
(
‖∇Λ(η0)‖∞ 6

√
2 log(2(p + 1)/γ)/n

)
6 γ.
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Proof. Let Gi = E[yi | x̃i] = exp(x̃′iη0)
1+exp(x̃′iη0)

, so that ‖∇Λ(η0)‖∞ = ‖En[(yi −Gi) x̃i]‖∞. Then

P (‖En[(yi −Gi) x̃i]‖∞ > t) 6 (p + 1)max
j6p

P (|En[(yi −Gi) x̃ij]| > t) 6 2(p + 1)exp(−t2n/2).

�

Lemma 12 (Choice of Penalty, Self-Normalized Moderate Deviation Theory). Normalize the

covariates so that En[x̃
2
ij] = 1, let lj =

√
En[wix̃

2
ij], and l̂j =

√
En[ŵix̃

2
ij]. Assume that

K2
x̃ log p 6 nδnminj l

2
j , Φ

−1(1− 2p/γ) 6 δnn
1/3, and ‖ŵi−wi‖2,nKx̃ 6 δnminj l

2
j . Then, setting

Γ̂ = diag(l̂), for any γ ∈ (0, 1) and µ > 0, for n sufficiently large we have

P
(
‖Γ̂−1∇Λ(η0)‖∞ 6 {1 + µ}Φ−1(1− γ/[2p])/

√
n
)
6 γ + o(1).

Proof. Let Γ = diag(l), l̃j =
√

En[(yi −Gi)2x̃2ij ], and Γ̃ = diag(l̃). We have

‖Γ̂−1∇Λ(η0)‖∞ 6 ‖{Γ̂−1 − Γ−1 + Γ−1 − Γ̃−1}Γ̃Γ̃−1∇Λ(η0)‖∞ + ‖Γ̃−1∇Λ(η0)‖∞
6 {‖{Γ̂−1 − Γ−1}Γ̃‖∞ + ‖{Γ−1 − Γ̃−1}Γ̃‖∞}‖Γ̃−1∇Λ(η0)‖∞ + ‖Γ̃−1∇Λ(η0)‖∞
6
{
maxj6p

∣∣∣ l̃jlj
lj−l̂j
l̂j

∣∣∣+maxj6p

∣∣∣ l̃jlj
l̃j−lj
l̃j

∣∣∣+ 1
}
‖Γ̃−1∇Λ(η0)‖∞.

Since wi and ŵi are non-negative we have

maxj6p |lj − l̂j | 6 maxj6p

√
En[|ŵi − wi|x̃2ij] 6 ‖ŵi − wi‖1/22,n maxj6p{En[x̃4ij ]}1/4.

Also, since E[(yi −Gi)
2 | x̃i] = wi and for positive number |√a−

√
b| 6

√
|a− b|, we have

maxj6p

∣∣∣l̃j − lj

∣∣∣ = maxj6p

∣∣∣
√

En[(yi −Gi)2x̃2ij]−
√

Ē[wix̃2ij]
∣∣∣

6
√

maxj6p |(En − Ē)[(yi −Gi)2x̃2ij ]|

By Lemma 4 we have

max
j6p

|(En − Ē)[(yi −Gi)
2x̃2ij]| .P

√
log p

n
max
j6p

{En[x̃4ij ]}1/2

Therefore for n large enough we have maxj6p
|l̂j−lj |
lj

∨ |l̃j−lj |
lj
6 µ/16 under the assumed growth

conditions with probability 1− o(1). In the same event we have

‖Γ̂−1∇Λ(η0)‖∞ 6 {1 + µ/2}‖Γ̃−1∇Λ(η0)‖∞.

Finally, by self-normalized moderate deviation theory we have

P (‖Γ̃−1∇Λ(η0)‖∞ > t) 6 pmax
j6p

P


 En[(yi −Gi)x̃ij ]√

En[(yi −Gi)2x̃2ij ]
> t


 6 2pΦ−1(1− γ/[2p]){1 +O(δn)}

�



6 ALEXANDRE BELLONI, VICTOR CHERNOZHUKOV AND YING WEI

Comment E.1. Note that we can replace (ŵi)
n
i=1 with (w̄i)

n
i=1 in Lemma 12 if w̄i > wi by

construction. For instance wi 6 w̄i := 1/4. Therefore it is valid to use λ = c
2

√
nΦ−1(1− γ/[2p])

and l̂j = 1 for c > 1.

Lemma 13. Assume λ/n > c‖∇Λ(η0)‖∞, c > 1 and let c = (c + 1)/(c − 1). Provided that

q̄∆c
> 3(1 + 1

c )λ
√
s/(nκc)

‖√wix̃′i(η̂ − η0)‖2,n 6 3(1 + 1
c )
λ
√
s

nκc
and ‖η̂ − η0‖1 6 3

(1 + c)(1 + c)

c

λs

nκ2
c

Proof. Let δ = η̂ − η0. By definition of η̂ in (E.41) we have Λ(η̂) + λ
n‖η̂‖1 6 Λ(η0) +

λ
n‖η0‖1.

Thus,

Λ(η̂)− Λ(η0) 6
λ
n‖η0‖1 − λ

n‖η̂‖1
6 λ

n‖δT ‖1 − λ
n‖δT c‖1

However, by convexity of Λ(·) and Holder inequality we have

Λ(η̂)− Λ(η0) > −‖∇Λ(η0)‖∞‖δ‖1
> −λ

n
1
c‖δT ‖1 − λ

n
1
c‖δT c‖1

Combining these relations we have −λ
n
1
c‖δT ‖1 − λ

n
1
c‖δT c‖1 6 λ

n‖δT ‖1 − λ
n‖δT c‖1, which leads to

‖δT c‖1 6 c‖δT ‖1.

By Lemma 10 with A = ∆c and the reasoning above we have

1
3‖
√
wix̃

′
iδ‖22,n ∧

{ q̄A
3 ‖√wix̃′iδ‖2,n

}
6 Λ(η̂)− Λ(η0)−∇Λ(η0)

′δ

6 λ
n‖δT ‖1 − λ

n‖δT c‖1 + ‖∇Λ(η0)‖∞‖δ‖1
6 (1 + 1

c )
λ
n‖δT ‖1 6 (1 + 1

c )
λ
√
s

n ‖δT ‖
6 (1 + 1

c )
λ
√
s

n ‖√wix̃′iδ‖2,n/κc

Provided that q̄A > 3(1 + 1
c )λ

√
s/(κcn), so that the minimum on the LHS needs to be the

quadratic term, we have

‖√wix̃′iδ‖2,n 6 3(1 + 1
c )
λ
√
s

nκc

�

E.4. Sparsity of Lasso-Logistic. We begin by establishing sparsity bounds which do not

rely on large penalty choices nor on the irrepresentable condition (namely the assumption

‖En[x̃iT c x̃iT ](En[x̃iT x̃iT ])
−1sign(η0T )‖∞ < 1). The (data-driven) sparsity is fundamental for the

analysis of the rate of convergence of the Post-Lasso-Logistic estimator. The following lemma

is useful.
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Lemma 14. The logistic link function satisfies |G(t + t0) − G(t0)| 6 G′(t0){exp(|t|) − 1}. If

|t| 6 1 we have exp(|t|)− 1 6 2|t|.

Proof. Note that |G′′(s)| 6 G(s) for all s. So that −1 6 d
ds log(G

′(s)) = G′′(s)
G′(s) 6 1. Suppose

s > 0. Therefore

−s 6 log(G′(s+ t0))− log(G′(t0)) 6 s.

In turn this implies G′(t0) exp(−s) 6 G′(s+ t0) 6 G′(t0) exp(s). Integrating one more time from

0 to t,

G′(t0){1− exp(−t)} 6 G(t+ t0)−G(t0) 6 G
′(t0){exp(t)− 1}.

The first result follows by noting that 1−exp(−t) 6 exp(t)−1. The second follows by verification.

�

Lemma 15 (Sparsity). Consider η̂ as defined in (E.41). Suppose λ/n > c‖∇Λ(η0)‖∞ then for

ŝ = |support(η̂)|

ŝ 6
c2(n/λ)2

(c− 1)2
φmax(ŝ)‖x̃′i(η̂ − η0)‖22,n.

Moreover, if 3(1+c)(1+c)
c

λs
nκ2

c

maxi6n ‖xi‖∞ 6 1 we have

√
ŝ 6 6c

√
φmax(ŝ)

κc

√
s and ŝ 6 36c2 min

m∈M
φmax(m)

κ2
c

where M = {m ∈ N : m > 72sc2φmax(m)/κ2
c
}

Proof. Let T̂ = support(η̂), ŝ = |T̂ |, δ = η̂ − η0, and Ĝi = exp(x̃′iη̂)/{1 + exp(x̃′iη̂)}. For any

j ∈ T̂ we have |∇jΛ(η̂)| = |En[(yi − Ĝi)x̃ij ]| = λ/n.

The first relation follows from

λ
n

√
ŝ = ‖En[(yi − Ĝi)x̃iT̂ ]‖2
6 ‖En[(yi −Gi)x̃iT̂ ]‖2 + ‖En[(Ĝi −Gi)x̃iT̂ ]‖2
6

√
ŝ‖En[(yi −Gi)x̃iT̂ ]‖∞ + ‖En[x̃′iδx̃iT̂ ]‖2

6 λ
cn

√
ŝ+

√
φmax(ŝ)‖x̃′iδ‖2,n

The second relation follows from

λ
n

√
ŝ = ‖En[(yi − Ĝi)x̃iT̂ ]‖2
6 ‖En[(yi −Gi)x̃iT̂ ]‖2 + ‖En[(Ĝi −Gi)x̃iT̂ ]‖2
6

√
ŝ‖En[(yi −Gi)x̃iT̂ ]‖∞ + sup‖θ‖06|T̂ |,‖θ‖=1 En[|Ĝi −Gi| · |x̃′iθ|]

6 λ
cn

√
ŝ+ 2

√
φmax(ŝ)‖

√
wix̃

′
iδ‖2,n
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where we used Lemma 15 so that |Ĝi−Gi| 6 wi2|x′iδ| since by Lemma 13 ‖δ‖1 6 3 (1+c)(1+c)
c

λs
nκ2

c

so that maxi6n ‖x̃i‖∞‖δ‖1 6 1 by the assumed condition.

Therefore, by the ‖ · ‖2,n bound in Lemma 13 we have

(1− 1
c )
λ
n

√
ŝ 6 6

√
φmax(ŝ)

(1+c)
c

λ
√
s

nκc

which implies
√
ŝ 6 6c

√
φmax(ŝ)

κc

√
s.

The last relation follows by the previous result and the fact that sparse eigenvalues are sub-

linear functions. �

E.5. Post model selection Logistic regression rate.

Lemma 16. Consider η̃ as defined in (E.42). Let ŝ∗ := |T̂ ∗|. We have

‖√wix̃′i(η̃ − η0)‖2,n 6
√
3
√

Λ(η̃)− Λ(η0) + 3
√
ŝ∗ + s‖∇Λ(η0)‖∞/

√
φmin(ŝ∗ + s)

provided that q̄A/6 >
√
ŝ∗ + s‖∇Λ(η0)‖∞/

√
φmin(ŝ∗ + s) and qA/6 >

√
Λ(η̃)− Λ(η0) for A =

{δ ∈ R
p : ‖δ‖0 6 ŝ∗ + s}.

Proof. Let δ̃ = η̃−η0 and t̃2,n = ‖√wix̃′iδ̃‖2,n. By Lemma 10 with A = {δ ∈ R
p : ‖δ‖0 6 ŝ∗+ s},

we have

1
3 t̃

2
2,n ∧

{ q̄A
3 t̃2,n

}
6 Λ(η̃)− Λ(η0)−∇Λ(η0)

′δ̃

6 Λ(η̃)− Λ(η0) + ‖∇Λ(η0)‖∞‖δ̃‖1
6 Λ(η̃)− Λ(η0) + t̃2,n

√
ŝ+ s‖∇Λ(η0)‖∞/

√
φmin(ŝ + s)

Provided that q̄A/6 >
√
ŝ∗ + s‖∇Λ(η0)‖∞/

√
φmin(ŝ∗ + s) and q̄A/6 >

√
Λ(η̃)− Λ(η0), if the

minimum on the LHS is the linear term, we have t̃2,n 6
√

Λ(η̃)− Λ(η0) which implies the result.

Otherwise, since for positive numbers a2 6 b+ ac implies a 6
√
b+ c, we have

t̃2,n 6
√
3
√

Λ(η̃)− Λ(η0) + 3
√
ŝ∗ + s‖∇Λ(η0)‖∞/

√
φmin(ŝ∗ + s).

�
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